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General and Liberal Education
Today:
Problems of Person and Purpose 1
EDWARD JOSEPH SHOBEN, JR.

The Evergreen State College, Olympia, Washington

If the real sin in colleges and universities these days is the making
of promises one can't deliver, then the penance is going to be very, very
heavy indeed. At the same time, I'm grateful for tha t reference to
Edna St. Vincent Millay who sets a properly erotic tone that it would
be pleasant to be able to sustain a nd a t least gets us off-on, would it
be correct to say-the right foot for our evening of thinking together. I
am most grateful to all of you for giving me this kind of chance to
think with you a bit about some of the turbulence that besets the
enterprise of general and liberal education as we move into this cu rious decade of the 1970's in American culture. In many ways I feel I
have no alternatives except but to apologize. Good food, good fellowship, and the kind of pleasant weariness that usually is dependent upon
arriving someplace else from Seattle, Los Angeles, or Puerto R ico
or New York or other exotic a reas, really ought to be met by lightness,
by wit, by gayety, by a bit of fun. Those kinds of terms are not terribly
a ppropriate in my judgment either for contemporary American culture or contemporary American higher education. As a matter of fac t,
the problems of American higher education are caught, nowhere better
for me I think, than in tha t very ancient fable in verse tha t has recently
been discovered on old Egyptian papyri. I t's vaguely Sapphic in tone
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as befits a piece of old literature that was created, of course, not far
across the Mediterranean from the isle of Lesbos where Sappho herself
made her commentaries on the human condition. According to this
ancient tale, a fairy,
A fairy who came from Khartoum
Took a lesbian up to his room.
She lasciviously said
As she leaped in the bed,
"Who does what
And with which
And to whom?"
That kind of puzzlement, that kind of confronting of a situa tion that
you really didn't expect to come up seems to me to be the one primary
characteristic of the higher educational scene in the United States in
1971 and perhaps even more a part of the scene a ttendant upon those
enterprises that we call, despite their variousness, general or liberal
education.

Dorothy Parker, that acerb and insightful commentator on American art and culture, once began a review of a Broadway opening that
sta rred K atherine Hepburn with the harsh observation tha t " Miss
Hepburn last night ran the gamut of emotion-from A to B." A little
grimly, a little wryly, and very unwillingly, many of us have an uneasy
sense that a simila r phrase applies to the range of options now typically
exercised in our colleges and universities with respect to general and
liberal education. When we examine current programs and discu ss
them with those who are responsible for them , we find, with only
occasional and often fragile exceptions, tha t the choices that these
enterprises reflect a re little more than A or B. A is confusion tinged
with despair ; Bis tradition sturdily pursued in a manner that psychologists characterize as persistent nonadjustive behavior.
Yet one pokes fun at this state of affairs only to avoid profound
professional anxiety if not hot personal tears. For the questions posed
by the present crisis in general and liberal education carry, for most
of us who have taken seriously their mission as historically conceived,
a considerable freight of poignancy and alarm: What does a person do
when he discovers tha t a major aspect of his career may be slipping
into either memory or fantasy? How does one cope with the increasing, and increasingly objective, suspicion that a prime raison d'etre,
a basic rationale for one's life, is losing its validity? How can a man
deal properly with a threatening probability of his being turned into an
anachronism a t the very time tha t he previously anticipated as his
6

most productive working period? Tough and intimate questions, these
- just the kind to arouse our defenses and to put a t haza rd our
cap acity for honesty in facing them. Yet are they not precisely among
the issues entailed when we look a t the disquiet and turbulence, the
boredom and disinterest, and the tendency to tum on or to tune out
tha t ha ve defined, in ever clearer w.ays for almost a d ecade, a widespread reaction among u ndergradua tes to our efforts in general a nd
liberal education ? Those of us committed to these a nicent and honora ble goals frequently feel tha t we sail da ngerousl y between the Scyll.a
of student dissa tisfaction and unrest, tha t can either boil into violence
or tum icy in the form of contemptuous apathy, and the Charybdis of
financial stringency, tha t reflects not only the peculiar precariousness
of our economy but that speaks for a public disaffection for higher
education that contrasts in sudden sha rpness with the very recent
supportive views tha t we now remember as if from long ago. What
h as happened , and where can we a ppropria tely go from here ?
A distinction m ay be useful to get us started. Although often used
almost as synonyms, liberal and general education imply somewhat
different pu rposes and have been shaped by somewha t different social
forces. Liberal education grew from elitist roots, concerned, in a time
when personal freedom was by no means a common sta te, with increasing one' s skill in the a rts, the p ractice of which is becoming to a
free man. Self-discipline, a sense of honor, and the obligations of leadership were among its key concepts ; and its close associa tion in the
curricula r sense with classical litera ture and great-ma n interpretations
of history was based less in considera tions of schola rship than in a
fait h ( the word is used advisedly ) that the exposure of young p eople
to the great human models of Greek and Roman antiquity and to the
illustrious figures in the development of western culture would mould
cha racter in d esirable directions. The total setting required other assumptions and beliefs about such m a tters as the impact of athletic pa rticipation on personality, the developmental significance of college
housing arrangements, the relationship of compulsory chapel attendance to tacit a rrangem ents for the sowing of youth ful wild oa ts, etc.
But the presumed core of the liberalizing experience remained the curricular trust in the classics, their original languages, and a personcentered reading of history-meaning, of course, the history of Europe
and N orth America.
With the dramatic rise of science, and as society became more
technologized and managerial, the curricula r found a tions of liberal
education shifted ma rkedly, but its rationale remained much the same.
Still in the interest of producing leaders and still in the interest of
facilitating self-discipline and honor, programs of liberal education included increasing components of physics, biology, and the burgeoning
social sciences. Even more importantly, because of the technical n ature
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of these disciplines, an emphasis on expertise swept onto the scene,
bringing with it such tra nsformations as the acceptance of the PhDtha t Germanic form of testimony to schola rship thoroughly professionalized and conceived in explicitly technical terms-as the sine qua non
of academic resp ectability and professorial fitness. Both massively and
subtly, the ch anges taking place, fa r more significantly in the culture
than merely on the campus, worked their alchemy: The a rts, the
practice of which is becoming to a free man, became equa ted with the
schola rl y disciplines a nd consequently with the academic professions ;
the stress on leadership and cha racter, which was a n emphasis of a t
least a kind of personhood, gave way before a concentration on subject m atter a nd on highly specialized brands of technical excellence ;
and the institutional homes for the process of liberal education, our
colleges and universities, turned steadily and, with the advent of
World War II, a t a spectacular rate towa rd the production of knowledge and towa rd extending the frontiers of discipline-based research
as their primary foc us of investment and concern. By the 1950's,
education h ad become largely a peripheral undertaking, a kind of fee
paid by faculty members for congenial roofs under which to practice
their academic p rofessions.
One needs neither to identify a villain nor to infuse the history of
the American academy with a halcyon romanticism here. In this brief
and brutally oversimplified sketch, all tha t we must consider for the
moment is an hypothesis about the dynamics of change in our higher
educational values and priorities. To the extent tha t the hypothesis is
a sound one, it constitutes a pointer to powerful vectors in the la rger
society as well as to modifications occurring within our colleges and
universities. The encouragement, the support, and the rewards for
intra-institutional shifts and restructurings origina ted in the perceived
needs of the culture a t large, a nd our a pparatus of higher education,
inextricably a nd inescapably a part of tha t culture, simply reacted .
In the case of general education, although its beginnings were
strikingly differe nt, its destiny has become bound up with tha t of liberal
education in a fas hion reminiscent of the Fa te-determined cha racters
in a H a rdy novel. The challenge to which general education was originally a response was far more populist tha n it was elitist: For a society
to stay together when it has sprung from heterogeneous roots and wh en
it is affected by still other forces of heterogeneity like huge-scale imigration, what must its citizens know a nd understand in common? This
question also underlay the establishment, both in public policy and at
law, of universal a nd compulsory schooling; and some of our answers
to it led foreign observers like D . W. Brogan to cha racterize the high
school in the United Sta tes as no great success as a device for the cultivation of mind, but as a m a rvelous means for turning the children of
immigrants into Americans. Because those answers were concerned
8

with language, a tradition, ma tters of economic self-sufficiency, the
manipulation and management of political forms and processes, styles
of interpersonal relatedness, etc., their extension at higher levels of
complexity into the college curriculum was essentially inevitable once
we had fixed on education as a major, central agency of socialization
a nd accultura tion.
Two sets of observations demand mention at this point. First, in the
college and the university, the purposes of general education encountered the same thrusts and pressures tha t warped liberal education
out of its original path. Whatever one chooses to say in 1971 about the
"Americanizing" of undergradua tes from Slavic or Italian or Irish
backgrounds, it was a venture with a personal referent in it and conducted with a tone of pride and warmth in spite of frequent la pses into
ugliness and bald coercion. Under the rapidly growing hegemony of
the academic disciplines, however, under the ever more insistent requirement for expertise of purely technical varieties, and under the
influence of a professoriate increasingly committed to disciplinary
scholarship and progressively less interested in students and their personal growth, general education bore the impact of the same trans-formations as did liberal education. What the members of a viable
society had to share in their general knowledge and understanding
became an exposure to the academic disciplines ; the personalized experience of learning new a nd dynamic folkways slipped into the
labyrinths of technical proficiency, and the concern for a common
cultural life was largely engulfed in the professionalism of the academy.
The second point that must be considered in this connection bears
on a still larger issue. F rom the vantage point of hindsight, we can now
perceive rather readily tha t both general and liberal education , as initially formulated , were indigenous and even spontaneous efforts to
consolidate, sustain, and enrich a vital myth- the myth of the American dream. This statement is not a pejorative one. Few societies can
long endure without widely shared a rticles of mythological faith-a
sense of a positive corporate destiny, a feeling of collective identity,
an acknowledged roster of h eroes who embody a people's most fund amental personal values, a comfortable belief in the continuity, stability,
and steady progress of the basic institutions through which a society
conducts its business. To at least a significant degree, common understandings are sought and a shared body of information is constructed
precisely in order to reinforce these general human investments in the
larger community. Similarly, the moulding of character as an educational goal is thinkable only when there a re broadly held agreements
about what contours of character are most desirable. Public support
for educa tional forms that are not directly related to heightening the
probability of vocational success depends in important ways on the
9

public credibility and endorsement that the overall society, in which
higher education is deeply imbedded, commands.
And there, of course, is the rub. Over the past decade, the assent
and loyalty commanded by American society have sharply declined.
The discrepancy between the American dream and the American
reality has become a loudly echoing and reechoing theme in our social
commentary, and the vitality of our central myths has been profoundly
sapped. The confusions, the anxieties, and the hostilities that pervade
our efforts to discover or to create the patterns of general and liberal
education more appropriate to our times are evoked more by our state
of general cultural crisis than by issues peculiar to the campus.
In the long catalogue of events that have devitalized the myths of
America, none has tarnished the dream more than the corrosive
processes associated with that now powerful place name-Vietnam.
Among the effects at home of the war in Southeast Asia, few have
had a greater or more tragic impact than the perceptions formed by
many Americans that the diplomats, generals, and statesmen who follow, like ball bearings rolling down steel grooves, our most orthodox
and most richly culturally unde1written thoughtways make errors of
awesome and fatal magnitude. With literal disasters and death coming
on the heels of every optimistic official statement about the war in
Vietnam since 1963 or 1964 and certainly since the bombing escalations of early 1965, increasing numbers of Americans have come to
doubt ever more deeply the humaneness and social utility of professionalized competence, that most straightforward outcome of higher
educational opportunity. In the eyes of many, General Westmoreland
and President Johnson, simply because one was a professional soldier
and the other a professional political leader, were incapable of attending seriously to evidence that flew in the face of their technically
trained expertise and their previous professional experience. If cultivated proficiency takes one to the top rungs of military and governmental ladders of attainment, and if those who occupy those high
places not only perpetrate the arrogant and murderous crimes of Vietnam, but cannot be turned from their criminal involvement, then
proficiency be damned !
This juggernaut of psychological reaction, as it has rolled through
our culture, has added its force to that of another source of disaffection from a basic article of faith. Perhaps the single most creative
achievement of the human intellect has been the solving of the atom's
riddle of power. Yet the primary and most dramatic consequence of
that triumph of man's intellectual capabilities has been the setting of
the great globe itself under a literal threat of doomsday. The multimegaton thermonuclear bomb represents a modern sword of Damocles,
suspended over all our heads. If this destiny defines the reaches of intellectual refinement and development, then- again, in the eyes of
10

many-the honing of the intellect is a dangerous undertaking. It must
be cabined by considerations of value and morality because the brightest and most highly educated among us have proved their capacity
for the greatest evil. And we are brought to a new brink of the most
virulent anti-intellectualism and a disposition to enforce, by violence
if necessary, constraints on the working of minds and imagina tions.
Linked with the growing suspicion of technical, professional expertness and with the burgeoning mistrust of intellect, a more general dea uthoritizing reaction seems to have set in against whatever the culture
has norma tively sanctioned. If The Establishment approves of it, whatever "it" may be, then it is likely to lead to a Vietnam or a new bomb.
So-once more in the eyes of many-va riousness, difference from the
socially and historicaly accepted, a nd the demolition of endorsed forms
and structures become proper values or the avenues along which to
search for either new decencies or simply for means to escape from the
felt fears and frustrations of the intolerable things-as-they-are. Long
h air and bears, scruffy or highly flamboyant styles of dress, the insistent
rejection of language taboos and other rules of decorum, the vogue
of encounter groups, the experiments with psychoactive drugs, and
hundreds of other phenomena are witnesses to the yearning for freedom from mores that no longer enjoy a trustful asset and to desires,
often less than fully conscious and frequently less than either richly
informed or carefully considered in thought, to strip power, prestige,
and access to our national resources from the dangerous men of technical and professional expertise who presently possess them.
This tendency to smash the structures that h ave shaped our na tional experience has been intensified-yet once again in the eyes of many
- by the blatan tly visible shame a nd terror, since the early 1960's, of
America's most cruelly persistent domestic trauma. In the beatings
of F reedom Riders and other civil rights demonstrators, in the murder
of people like the Schwerners, in the assassinations of M artin Luther
King and M alcolm X , and-perhaps most of all- in the finally inescapable visibility of the oppression and brutal constraints under
which black Americans live a nd have lived , an essentially new insight
has thrust its way into public awareness. The rigidities of our culture,
m aintained by the values of technical proficiency and professional
competence, offend less by their inflexible qualities than by their apparent neutralizing of warm human concern and by the ways in which
they sometimes simultaneously entail and m ask a downrigh t and cold
brand of hosti lity and hatred. Among the central currents of our culture and along the tides of our history, an enduring and massive determination sails-a determination to exclude de facto millions of people
from the category of human beings. When examined, the abolition of
institutionalized slavery seems to ha ve led less to a color-blind equality
than to a segregation that is all the more severe because of its in11

formality; in at least some ways, its cruelty is increased by virtue of the
removal of those regulating controls, deriving from a property owner's
interest in the maintenance of his chattels, that are at least predictable
and minimally protective even when they are intolerably and unforgivably degrading. Helped by The Fire Next Time, by Malcolm X's
Autobiography, by the irrefutable wit of a Dick Gregory, and by other
interpreters of the black experience, a considerable population of
Americans, not all of them young, has run hard against distressing and
imperative questions: If we are heirs of the history and inheritors of
the culture that formed that experience of slavery and its sequellae,
must we not, to demonstrate our moral manhood, reject that legacy
entirely? Now that we apprehend, even dimly, the broken shapes of
that experience, can we acknowledge any dignity or honor in the past
that formed it? Is our tradition something to be lived up to or spoken
of with shame as a burden that we are forthwith setting down, and
can we do other than mark the faith of our fathers as barbarous beyond imagining?
It matters relatively little in this particular context whether the
darkly disturbing perceptions that are implied by these questions are
accurate in some factual or objeotive sense.2 It matters enormously
that literally hundreds of thousands if not millions of Americans are
asking them seriously and out of a shocked agony. The culture in
which such issues come to a head in a fashion that is at once articulate
and passionate may retain its basic strengths, but it suffers from
grievous wounds. To regain its health or to achieve it in more authentic forms, it must act unflinchingly in self-diagnosis and subject itself
to bitter medicines. The problem seems in many ways to be nothing
less than the generating of new and invigoratingly persuasive myths in
which the primacy of persons can be asserted in contemporary terms
and in which technical competence can be harnessed to ideals of
human development. New myths of this sort will demand the invention of more capacious social forms that permit human diversity to
enjoy a wider play and that encourage a greater and more joyous celebration of differences than the relentless pressures that we have known
toward an inflexible and inhumanely constraining norm of conformity.
Perhaps most of all , this kind of cultural rebuilding will demand the
inclusion and the engagement of all human beings in the process.
Rhetoric here is comparatively easy; the task itself is incredibly
hard. Nowhere is it likely to prove harder than in education in general
and in higher education in particular. The fundamental function of
our schools and colleges is to serve society, but that function has always
been shot through in America by a significant ambivalence. On the
one hand , education has carried the conservative burden of maintaining a tradition and of preserving cultural continuity. On the other
hand, it has operated as an engine of social change through the crea-
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tion and discovery of new knowledge and through helping to develop
a large fraction of the leaders (together with their supporters and their
instigators) who have altered in some measure the shape and direction
of our history. That inherent tension has imposed limits on the concept
of serving society through criticism at the same time that it has provided legitimacy for it. Because we Americans have expected our institutions of higher learning to promote changes of particular sorts, we
have accepted as a kind of concomitant to technological and economic
inventiveness a degree of outspoken social and moral evaluation and
judgment. At the same time, we have set limits on this side of the
enterprise by charging our colleges-and funding them accordinglywith the responsibility for transmitting the American heritage. Until
recently, that state of affairs simply brought us back to an ambivalence
that was not entirely unproductive; with the disunity and disenchantment that have erupted through our culture in the last decade, however, the function of criticism has grown both more risky and more
irresponsible. As society becomes more polarized, critical performance
in the academy has been more subjected to reprisals in the form of
harassment and financial cut-backs, but it has also moved itself increasingly into ideological and partisan channels in which the room
for genuinely free intellectual exploration has been reduced. Seldom
has the dependence of liberal and general education on a stable society
been so strongly or so unhappily documented.
Yet the objectives remain. Skill in the arts the practice of which
is becoming to free men is urgently called for today. One of our greatest needs is for a set of common understandings and shared knowledge
that will pull us together more inclusively as a people. And above all,
a culture in confusion can profitably take seriously the ancient Socratic
injunction that the unexamined life is not worth living and that selfknowledge is the essence of education.
Seriousness in this context, however, returns us to the point at
which we began- to the harrowing questions that academic professionals must confront if their behavior is to match the requirements
of the times. For all of us intimately connected over a significant
period with the academy, the problem, within the context of a broken
culture, of how to cultivate the examined life and of how to expand
one's self-knowledge is both unfamiliar and alien. Our professional
socialization has oriented us strongly toward the disciplines and has
formed our values to the mould of disciplinary research and the concerns of the learned societies. For us, education has been essentially
the transmission of disciplinary knowledge with little regard for the
intrinsic merit or the urgent cultural significance of such inforn1ation
and ideas for the undergraduates to whom it is offered. It could hardly
be otherwise. Whatever our political convictions, our social outlook, or
our aesthetic commitments, virtually our full professional investment

13

and much of our own self-definition have ridden on our disciplines and
their expansion, on attending to the problems of formal knowledge
rather than to the problems of men. Trained as psychologists, litera ry
scholars, or chemists, we have operated largely on the unexamined
faith that the values of liberal and general education result m erely
from classroom contact with psychology, literary scholarship, or
chemistry. At best, that faith is now beleaguered by severe challenges;
at worst, it may have lost whatever validity and persuasiveness it once
enjoyed simply by outliving them. For all of us, m eeting those challenges or finding suitable alternatives m ay entail wrenching experiences of a deeply personal kind, and there is little point in winking at
the very real hurts that individuals may suffer.
The question and the task, however, still confront us. If our colleges and universities have functioned primarily as great engines of
disciplinary scholarship, as training grounds for the acad emi c professions, and as screening devices for membership in the dominant middle
class, are they now to shift their emphasis to authentic and contemporary forms of liberal and general education? If so, then thought
and effort must be invested in the kinds of experience and the types
of learning that instigate and support the style of the examined life
and that generate self-knowledge. Obviously, tha t investment must
come from many quarters and define a variety of options. Only some
suggestions, presented essentially as stimuli to that broader-scaled attempt at the creation of educational alternatives, can be sketched here.
Powered little by wha t can be called wisdom in the face of the doubts
and the disorder that m a rk the culture to which higher education is
responsible and must be responsive, the notions offered at this point
must often amount only to formulations of some of the issues that
must be resolved if we choose to focus anew on the educational, developmental, a nd liberalizing mission of our colleges and universities.
For example, throughout the twentieth century, higher education
has emphasized cognitive processes to the virtual exclusion of affective
and explicitly value-based learning. Arguing that colleges perhaps
should have, but never be, psychiatric facilities, our institutions have
typically regarded emotional development as a peripheral ma tter if it
is worth attending to at all. Counseling centers operate as possibly
necessary but completely ancillary units to care in remedial ways for
students who suffer from some kind of psychopathology or affective
handicaps. Rarely has the idea of self-understanding through the
examination of one's own psychodynamics or of growth through the
analysis of one's own feelings in rel ation to one's social circumstancesthe conditions of one's family life, subculture, peer associations, etc.received a warmer academic response than a massive snort of disapproval. The consequences have included an unfortunate contribution
to the fractionating of the person, a kind of formal and insistent denial
14

of the inter-play of cognitive and affective elements within a unified
personality; and they have similarly entailed an odd refusal to acknowledge the intellect as an instrument for solving the human problems posed by man's emotional equipment and his passions. Yet it was
Freud himself who remarked that "The voice of intellect, although a
small one, will not be stilled until it has had a hearing." And it seems
quite probable that highly educative experiences, built upon genuine
and often poignant student interests, can be generated out of the
proposition that thought and information can be combined effectively
with more personal searchings in the service of self-knowledge and of
an extension of one's awareness and comprehension of the culture and
the society that impinge formatively on one's life-style and one's
potentialities as human being and as citizen.
In a related fashion, the question of values has characteristically
been met in higher education by one or the other of two modal actions.
One has grown out of the almost unconscious expectancies that derive
from the extent that colleges and universities understandably reflect
the dominant but now profoundly questioned lifeways of the age.
Strong institutional pressures, some subtle and some intensely explicit,
have reinforced on the campus the accepted norms of conduct and the
styles of living sanctioned by the white middle class. On the other
hand, especially over the past decade, those norms and styles have repeatedly been subjected-ironically, primarily by men who exemplify
them-to stringent intellectual criticism of a negative sort. This situation has become progressively more complicated during the last several
years, but three effects seem important. First, to at least some degree,
the life of intellect and the life of responsible action have become--certainly in the perceptions of many and quite possibly in reality for some
--divorced from one another. Here again we find roots of that tendency toward the mistrust and the derogation of intellectual concerns that
we have previously encountered. Second, because negatively critical
professors have also appeared as successful men, as persons who have
"made it" according to society's dominant norms, they have seemed
to a significant number of students and others to demonstrate the ways
in which the value of success opposes the values of compassion and a
humane conscience. F aculty involvement in research related to the war
in Southeast Asia, the continuing and largely monolithic a nd unaccommodating hegemony of white life-styles in colleges and universities, and
the remarkable slowness of thoughtful change in the patterns of higher
education have all contrasted quite sharply for large numbers of people
with the critical rhetoric of the academy. Consequently, our institutions
of higher learning have not been exempt from the charges of hypocrisy
brought against the Establishment generally. College, so the not uncommon inference runs, may provide a highly useful credential; it falls
short as a place where one can clarify one's values in the context of
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one's developing personhood. And finally, the overwhelmingly negative
nature of academic criticism of the culture has helped to produce a
sense of hopelessness. Increasingly aware of what wrongs and injustices may plague the nation, students find little help from their
teachers either in learning how to think responsibly and at necessary
levels of complexity about constructive alternatives. Likewise, they
report scanty aid in forming for themselves positive values on which to
base their lives. These conditions define the seedbed of anxiety and
frustration, and the most probable responses to these affective states
are destructive hostility and those forms of escape that psychologists
call leaving the field and that are popularly identified as copping out.
These considerations suggest that hope may, in our time, be one
of the liberal arts. Hope may be conceived as a sense of positive possibilities, personal in experience and unifyingly social when shared. Educationally, it rests on three foundations. One is an intellectual exploration of the problems of the contemporary world and of their potential
solutions in a climate of rigor. Rigor implies not the rules of the
disciplines but explicit and critical attention to the process of learning,
to the ways in which thought becomes wishful or oversimplified unless
responsibly monitored by the thinker, and to the value bases for choices
among the range of problem-formulations and problem-solutions that
may be considered. The second leg of this tripod entails a network of
educative relationships both on and off the campus. If one accepts in
any degree the concept of an educated man as a person of ever broadening experience subjected to increasingly informed and sophisticated
habits of reflection, one readily perceives tha t a college or university
may be a splendid place in which to develop reflective habits, but it
rarely in itself facilitates the widening of experience. Involvement in the
world beyond academe's precincts is called for. Work in actual jobs,
internships, apprenticeships, and field placements represents one source
of this larger set of educative relationships. Volunteer service in social
agencies, civic enterprises, or such institutions as hospitals and schools
defines another relevant resource. Two conditions are crucial: The
activity must be responsible with a realistic and high level of accountability built into it ; and there must be regular opportunities, through
counseling or seminars, for perspective-generating reflection on these
encounters with extra-academic society. Finally, students and faculty
members must join in a careful evaluation3 of student growth in the
ability to act in a fashion that is reasonably self-satisfying, that fulfills
a developing valuational base, and that rests on a respect for inforn1ation and ideas.
Both in curriculum and in instructional patterns, the cultivation of
hope demands some large-scale rearrangements. Instead of imparting
predetermined packets of knowledge, teachers may find themselves
listening more carefully, joining in a mutual quest for as yet unrevealed
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possibilities, and sharing doubts and visions in a search for those questions tha t merit student effort and that have personal significance for
unique individuals who are known in some degree in their uniqueness.
Such an educa tional context means relatedness and the investments of
time tha t relatedness requires. Curricularly, it means not only a reduced emphasis on the disciplinary divisions of the world and the conceptions of reality that the disciplines imply, but a surrender of the
annually repeated specialized course or seminar in favor of the continuing and laborious reformulation of important issues around which
meaningful learning, often of an unpredictable sort, can take place.
This kind of uncertainty may be central. The nurturance of hope calls
for increasing familiarity with a widening and increasingly complicated
range of data and observations together with the analytic and synthetic capabilities and the perspective that permit a person to invest
his information with significance and human utility. If academic practice for the past h alf-century has done well on the side of data, it has
given rela tively short shrift to the matters of vision and valuation. We
may have offered the courses; but their content, for the most part, concerned itself with the issues of our professions, which are not the same
as the issues of our culture and the people whom it comprises. Redressing tha t balance--exploring potential futures, examining alternative possibilities, attending to what can be as well as what is and what
may be statistically projected from wha t has been-seems to be a main
order of business if liberal and general educa tion are to fulfill in
modern practice their ancient and humanizing goals.
The costs will surely try many of us who have tied our destiny
to that of the academic world. The formal status that we enjoy will
probably decline; the social distance that separates faculty from students and tha t insures professorial privacy will diminish, and the confession of bewilderment before the fractures in our culture will entail
the risks and a nxieties from which our titles and our technical disciplinary involvements ordinarily protect us. When we begin to stress the
processes of thought and learning, when we address ourselves seriously
to the great normative questions of our time, we admit that we are as
much a t sea as our students, and this admission devalues what is distinctive about us-our mastery over the substantive specialties that we
know better tha n anyone else. But in m any ways, the appropriateness
of tha t devalua tion constitutes the central thesis that has been tendered
here: In pursuit of a liberalizing education tha t is fit for our age, those
technical specialties, regardless of how important they may be in a
context of formal scholarship, will no longer serve. If we are not to
become anachronisms in our professional prime, we people of the
academy must cope more imagina tively than has been our wont with a
compelling invitation to share with students (and with others) in a
quest for the conceptions and the visions tha t nurture and maintain
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hope while we all seek the cultural restructurings suitable to a decent
future.

FOOTNOTES
I Adapted from an address given at Southern Illinois University, Edwardsville, Illinois, on 21 October, 1971, at the annual meeting of th e Associa tion for
General and Liberal Studies.
2 W. I. Thomas's old dictum that "If men d efin e situations as real, th en
they are real in their consequences" has a grimly precise applicability h ere. The
point stands as it is stated, but it could be read as an avoidance of sta ting a
personal position. For the record , I do indeed regard our culture, one that has
been particularly generous to me , as d angerously fractionated and in extremis;
I have great fears about the new fom1s of anti-intellectualism spreading througtli
our country; and although I mistrust and dislike much of the rh etoric of socalled radical social analysts, and although I find much greater complexity in
the issues of social change than do many critics of our culture, I share many of
the suspicions, much of ~he shame, and a significant d egree of the sense of
alienation that I have tried to sketch here. Obviously, this kind of decline in
cultural integrity impinges on much more than our enterprises of higher
education.-EJS

3 Evaluation does not imply a conventional grading system . Grades are
objectionable on a number of grounds: One is that they typically operate as a
means of social control rather than as a facilitator of learning; another is that
tlhey are simply a poor feedback device. An A may suggest that a student is
doing somethin g right, but it hardly tells him what; and it rarely predicts anything whatever except other grades. The suspicion is inescapable that a gradepoint average, far from serving as an index of growth or authentic accomplishment, simply indicates one's capability to deal with the academic system. For a
splendid review of the evidence, see the monograph by Donald P. Hoyt, "The
Relationship betwee n College Grades and Adult Achievement," published as
Research Report No. 7 in 1965 by the American College Testing Program in
Iowa City, Iowa .
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General Education and
the Environment
DR. BARRY COMMONER

Center for the Study of Natural Systems
Washington University, St. Louis, Missouri

( Transcript of an extemporaneous talk, edited for publication by
Joseph M. Condie.)
I imagine I was invited here because you can't hold a meeting
these days without taking up the subject of the environment. Otherwise, you would be accused of being non-relevant and, you know, not
with it. But, that is not why I came, I don't think you need me for
tha t. I came, and this may surprise you, because in my opinion these
environmental issues are not merely the currently faddish educational
topic, but rather a very interesting test of the entire purpose of education. I think the environmental issues will tum out to be a test of the
competence of our educational system to continue to be of service to
our society.
Now I don't know how you feel about the situation of education,
but I think it is in an historical crisis. I think it is in a mess. I have
been, well let's see, I took my degree in 1941 so I have been in this
thing 30 years. I have done all kinds of teaching from being a TA on
up and I have a certain sense of history. I think the educational system
from advance work in universities down to kindergarten, is at the point
of an historical discontinuity. In other words, what's going to happen
in the future, I am quite certain, will be drastically different from what
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has happened in the past. To put it another way, everything that I
learned to do a good deal of is going to tum out to be very wrong.
We, all of us in the educa tional system, have been trained to do the
wrong thing. Why do I say tha t? I say that out of experience with my
own institution and with an ungodly number of other institutions that
I have visited in the last two or three years talking about the
environment.
Everywhere I go I find a very deep cleavage among the university
faculty which splits it into two roughly equal parts. There are those
people who a re absolutely convinced that the present pattern of education, the division of faculties into departments by disciplines, with a
chemistry department, a history department, a nd a biology department, etc., is not only appropriate and successful but somehow inherently built into the nature of knowledge. H a nded down on golden
tablets is the commandment: Thou Shalt H ave a Biology Department.
Something is built into the na ture of the world which dicta tes that
people must be concerned with biology, chemistry, history, physics,
etc. These are the discipline-oriented members of the faculty and there
a re quite a few of them. Then there are the other people, those who
think maybe, possibly, there is something wrong with this position. One
of the reasons they feel it may be wrong is that it m akes it difficult
for the university or college to be concerned with real problems in the
real world. In particular, they find it difficult to deal with those things
that touch their students very d eeply. So they feel there is something
wrong and maybe something ought to be done about it. But they are
not quite sure what. There is a very deep cleavage between these two
groups. One group thinks everything is all right and the other group
would like to think about the possibilities of change. The very idea of
questioning the discipline-oriented approach turns out to be a very
deep threat to the first group. This questioning has begun to have
some very serious effects on the elan, the vitality, the drive of the
educational process.
I remember very well when Sputnik went up, the Russian Sputnik.
Everybody on campus got charged up. Tha t was when we decided that
Johnny had to learn how to read. We got the new m ath and the new
this and the new that. Never mind what you think of what was done,
the fact of the m atter is that suddenly there was a very intense motivation about what had to be done. Now, however, rny own experience
is tha t this motivation seems to be lacking now. Even people who believe in the present organization of education have begun to lose
interest in their own beliefs.
I want to turn now to how I think the environment and the environmental issue relates to this loss of vitality in the educational
system . We are in a very serious situation and I think that the environmental issue is going to tell us something about how to get out.
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I want to do so by discussing a specific environmental issue. I thought
I would take one that is in the news these days. Now you all know
detergents are an environmental problem. Why? Because some people
say that the use of detergents is degrading the environment. This claim
has been taken sufficiently seriously that the manufacturers of detergents are spending a lot of money on big, full page ads to explain
why the deterbents are O.K. So you know it is a problem. Well what I
would like to do is go back to the origin of the problem and see what
we know about it and how this relates to the educational process. If
there is something seriously wrong in the way in which we interact
with the world in the case of detergents, it would at least suggest a
hypothesis that the system that was designed to inform us about the
world, namely, education, has somehow gone awry at least in this
na rrow instance. In other words, something has gone wrong in the
way our society has been educated about the property of detergents,
otherwise, I don't think we would be in this deep trouble. To put it
the other way around, the fact that satellites did indeed orbit was a
very good test of our educational system's ability to teach certain
people arithmetic, higher mathematics, the laws of physics, engineering, etc . That things work is a really good test and when things don't
work, somebody hasn't learned what they're supposed to learn. So I
want to simply take detergents as a case history.
What do we know about the origin of detergents? Detergents were
invented in the 30's and actually came on the market in this country
in significant omounts only around 1946. Just to orient you, since 1946
something like 70 to 80 percent of the soap market has been taken
over by detergents. It is a very big change and one worth thinking
about. What are they? Well, in the first place they are intended to
clean things. That raises an interesting question . Does that mean
everything was dirty before detergents? No. There was another way
we had of cleaning things and it largely involved the use of soap. So
detergents represent a new way of cleaning things as compared with
soap. So really I want to go back to soap and say what soap does and
wha t cleaning is about, and then we will see why detergents have
displaced soap.
What is soap? Soap is something which makes bits of grease more
or less transportable in water. Now you know most dirt is greasy and
it is hard to get rid of because what we have available to get rid of
things is mostly water and water doesn't mix well with grease. Soap
is an interesting kind of substance. You can think of it as a sort of
long, bar-shaped molecule which has two different properties at either
end. One end of the molecule tends to dissolve in fat and the other
end of the molecule dissolves in water. That is the way soap works.
The fatty end of the molecule dissolves in little droplets of grease, surrounding the grease with a skin of soap molecules with their watery

21

ends sticking out. In effect, you have wrapped up the ball of grease
in a skin which likes to mix with water. Along comes the water and
you wash the whole thing away. So it's a very nice kind of thing.
All right, where do you get these bar-shaped molecules? Well, they
are made of fat and alkali in a very simple chemical reaction. Well,
where do we get alkali? Alkali can be gotten from ores, or as in the
old days, from the ash of burned plant materials. That's simple
enough. ,vhere do we get the fat? Fat is a product of living things.
That's a very importa nt point. In other words, living things produce
various kinds of material, particularly organic compounds, i.e., complex networks of carbon atoms. Fat is an organic compound that has a
chain of carbon a toms surrounded mostly by hydrogens and a few
oxygens. Those a re the elements in fat. It is put together by living
things. Fat is a natural organic substance. O.K.? So this is material
which is derived from living things. For example, it may be derived
from coconuts by pressing the oil out of the coconuts, or from cotton
seeds, or you can render it out of the fat laid down under the skin of
animals. This last is the way fat was obtained for soap. Then it was
boiled up with alkali and used in the way that I described. You notice
that the way you use soap is that you flush water over the junk and
it disappears.
Well it doesn't quite disappear. The water has to go somewhere.
Where does it go and what happens? What happens to soap after
it is used? Well it goes down the drain. One of the laws of ecology
that I would like to promulgate is that everything has to go somewhere. It is a good parlor or cocktail party maneuver to simply ask
the question where does it go. You can make a very intelligent ecological conversation with another person simply by repeating the question
where does it go. That's all you have to do. And if you get any kind
of reasonable answers, there will be a rather interesting ecological
discourse.
So here we are and I say we have used the soap and you ask-well,
where does it go? That's a very good question. I'm glad you asked
that. Well, it goes down the drain. O.K. Then where? I m ean, drains
don't end nowhere. ,veil, it goes down the drain into the sewage system in an urban area. Then where? Well, if you would traipse along
the sewage system, you ,viii find it ends up a t a sewage treatment
plant. So what's that? Well, in a sewage treatment plant you first find
a large tank where solid materials settle out. But the soap is not solid.
The soap with a little grease in it sort of floats around, dissolves and
then it goes into another tank which is really a kind of domesticated
bacterial pasture if you like. (The way we domesticate cattle, for
example, is to put them in a place where it is convenient for us to have
them-pasture with a fence around it-and we let them do their thing.
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I mean that's it. They just do what they usually do but they do it in
a place where we would like to have it done.)
Well that's exactly what we do with sewage treatment plants.
There are bacteria in nature which break down organic compoundslike fat, like sugar, like protein, like urea-break them down by oxidizing them, usually. That means that a certain amount of oxygen is required. They combine the oxygen with the organic matter and the
products are inorganic materials, for example, nitrate, from the nitrition part, phosphate, carbon dioxide which has carbon in it but is
usually considered inorganic because it is so simple. So you have fat
coming in with these bacteria, doing their thing and they are being
supplied with oxygen to allow them to go ahead. Then the carbon is
converted to carbon dioxide and the hydrogen and the oxygen appear
simply as water and that's it. You've now broken the fat down to
inorganic materials.
Now here is a very important point. You might say why don't we
dump soap and other organic material, like sewage, right into the
water. Well that turns out not to be a good idea. If you do that you
put so much organic matter into the water that the bacteria burn up,
use up all of the oxygen dissolved in the water. The oxygen level then
goes to zero. Now the bacteria need oxygen to work on organic matter
and they also need it to live. So they die. When that happens, there's
no way to break down the organic matter and it piles up. In other
words, organic matter can so overwhelm the microbial system that it
breaks down. Besides, the organic matter smells, in contrast to carbon
dioxide, nitrate, and phosphate which are rather innocuous. In other
words, it is not a good idea to put too much organic matter in an
aquatic system. So what we do in the sewage treatment system is to
confine this process in a tank or pond and give the bacteria extra
oxygen so that they can accommodate a large mass of organic matter.
Then out one end comes the carbon dioxide and nitrates and phosphates that are the result of all this breakdown. That's what happens
with fat. The end product of this system is carbon dioxide. Really, it
is the only product besides water, a great deal of water. Carbon dioxide
is very plentiful and so the entry of fat ( that is, the end product of fat,
carbon dioxide) into the river and lake system has very little effect on
the overall behavior of that system.
Now let me point out what can happen if other things go in. Before
doing so, however, let me back off a minute and say that in nature, in
rivers and lakes and so on, there is an ecological system which has the
following general features. Let's start with a fish, which is swimming
in the water. That fish is made up of organic compounds of water and
some inorganic materials. And when it excretes waste or when it dies,
organic matter enters the water. The organic matter then is acted on
by the bacteria, that I have discussed. From it is produced carbon
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dioxide, nitrate, and phosphate. Then what happens to that? Well
that is nutrient for another class of organisms in the water, the algae,
a green plant. These take up the nitrate and phosphates and carbon
dioxide and, being illuminated, they carry out photosynthesis which
builds back from the inorganic materials the organic constituents of the
algae itself, sugars, fats, proteins, nucleic acids, and so on. Now you
have organic matter in the form of algae. Along comes a minnow and
eats that. It converts to minnow organic matter. Then the big fish eats
the minnow and converts it to big fish organic matter. The cycle is
now complete. This cycle is what is responsible for maintaining the
quality of the water. It accommodates the organic waste produced by
members of the cycle such as the fish, it allows algae to grow and the
whole thing keeps going. That's the basic cycle in the water in nature.
What we've done in the sewage plant is to domesticate one segment
of this cycle. We've domesticated the bacterial segment. The sewage
plant, then, is sort of a loop in the cycle. It puts out a lot of inorganic
material, and of course, that's going to make the algae grow. So one
of the things the sewage treatment plant, where our soap has gone,
does is to stimulate the growth of algae. You will find that downstream
from every sewage treatment plant there are an awful lot of algae
growing. Now one of the things that happens when algae grow is that
the layers they make in the water get thicker. Light however, is coming from above, which is the arrangement we have on earth. The
result is, the amount of light which the cells at the bottom of the layer
get is reduced. The ones above are shading them, taking up the light.
There is a very sharp exponential reduction in the amount of light
which gets through below.
Now a very interesting situation arises. Algae need oxygen like
any other living or most any other living organism. They produce it
during the day and use it during the day and at night. At night they
obviously use more than they produce. If you don't have a good
balance between the number of algae and the rate of O>,.'Ygen production, they consume more oxygen than they produce. That begins to
happen as you thicken the layer because the cells down below are
using a lot of oxygen but not producing much since they aren't getting
m uch light through the shadow of their fellow cells above. As you get
thicker and thicker layers of algae, you get to the point where the
algae can't sustain themselves. The thick overgrowth of algae which
we call an algal-bloom, dies very quickly. When it dies, it releases organic matter because that's what is in the cells. The organic matter
is now acted on by the bacteria, which uses up the oxygen and you're
back where you started from.
You might say this is sort of an idiotic way to take care of sewage.
All the sewage treatment plant does is to remove the stress from the
part of the cycle where too much organic matter is going in and put
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stress on another part of the cycle where too much inorganic matter
is going in. And that is precisely what the modern sewage treatment
system is accomplishing. In Lake Erie, for example, our trouble now
is not due to the dumping of raw sewage into Lake Erie. A very large
portion of the sewage entering Lake Erie is treated. The trouble
comes from the end products of the treatment plant-nitrate, phosphate. Entering the lake they cause overgrowth of algae which then die
and consume all the oxygen and break down the ecological cycle. In
all but the eastern part of Lake Erie now the oxygen has gone to zero
for a good part of the year. That's what the trouble with Lake Erie is.
So obviously something has gone wrong in the educational process
which leads to the design and the construction of sewage treatment
plants. That's quite clear. I have made this assertion for quite a while.
This assertion makes engineers and educators who are responsible for
this quite uneasy, very uneasy.
Well anyway, I've digressed a little bit to talk about sewage treatment plants, but the point I'm making is that soap (I haven't gotten
to detergents yet) is a natural product which enters the ecological
system. If you don't pile too much soap in (the amount of soap is
much less than the amount of sewage), then it is not going to have a
very serious effect .
Back to detergents. In the forties, in the thirties and the twenties,
chemists began to make synthetic imitations, sometimes replicas of
natural organic products. In 1928 uria, which is very simple, was the
first man-made organic substance to be synthesized. What that meant
was that a chemist lea rned how to put together a molecule which
hitherto had been made only by other living things. This was a very
remarkable educational process. Now over the years it became possible
to synthesize very complex organic compounds of various kinds.
Eventually as the chemists began to learn how they could make sugar,
let's say, and learn various techniques for putting these complex molecules together, it naturally occurred to them that they need not be
bound by the limits of natural substances. They could put together
organic compounds which departed from the composition of those
found in nature. And this is what we mea n by synthetic organic
compounds.
At first these were made out of the sheer joy of doing chemistry.
I don't know if you've ever known a synthetic organic chemist. They
love to make complex things and get it in a little vial and put it away,
and there it is. It's like writing a poem. It's a real accomplishment.
But after a while people begin to realize that maybe some of these
things would be good for something. For a long time a n array of these
things accumulated and they'd be taken off the shelf one at a time.
Now obviously, some of them smelled in certain ways and had certain
colors and could be used that way. That is how synthetic dyes and
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perfumes were made. At first, you know, dyes were natural substances
such as cochineal, and so on, but very quickly in the nineteenth century
chemists learned how to make colored compounds which could stick
to fiber and would dye.
This went on for quite a while. DDT, for example, was synthesized
some fifty years ago. Then someone took it off the shelf and found it
killed insects. These are unnatural substances, and as the chemists
began to learn about them, they realized that they could begin to
make things to order. They could figure out what it was that made a
molecule stretchy, and therefore could synthesize a new form of rubber.
Or what made a molecule capable of taking up fat in water, and
they could synthesize a detergent, and so on.
Now let's talk about detergents. These are synthesized by taking a
carbon chain molecule a nd putting a sulfur containing group at one
end that made it water soluble. These at first were molecules that
were gotten out of petroleum, by distillation. They found a chain-like,
fatty kind of molecule that could be gotten out rather easily and
cheaply. It happened to have a branch in it. The carbon chain instead
of being straight was branched, one carbon sticking off on the side.
When they put the sulfonic acid group on the end it worked quite
nicely as a cleaner. It had one advantage over soap. Soap is sort of
glummed up by calcium. This stuff doesn't glum up as badly. They
found that problem could be taken care of anyway by putting a lot of
phosphate in with it because phosphate tied up the calcium. They were
able to make a mixture of this stuff, isolated from petroleum, and
phosphate which really cleaned things rather nicely. And it was put on
the market. Its one real advantage over soap was that it works well in
hard water. That was the only advantage it had. Soap works very well
in soft water and it also works very well in hard water which has been
softened. There are various ways of doing that.
At any rate, detergents came on the market and, as I said, they displaced soap. Now this bega n in 1946. In the 1950's, about ten years
la ter, people noticed that there was some trouble. The rivers began
to foam. The Ohio River, for example, had huge banks of foam in
various places. In Long I sland, if you took a glass of water out of the
tap, it had a head on it like beer. What was discovered, discovered bela tedl y, was tha t detergents were going right through the sewage treatment system unchanged. O .K .? Still later it was discovered that the
bacteria did not break down those branch molecules.
There is a very interesting lesson here, but first I want to make a
very important general point. Every organic compound made in nature
by living things has somewhere in na ture a catalyst, an enzyme which
breaks it down. That's a very curious thing. That means that nothing
is made unless provision for destroying it exists. But many unnatural
things can't be broken down and that includes these early detergents.
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So making them was obviously a mistake. If this sort of mistake occurs, there must be something wrong with our teaching. Wha t was
wrong? Wha t was wrong was that the sanitary engineers, rather than
the chemical engineers who made this, never asked the question:
"where does it go?" We had a symposium in which the secretary of the
soap and detergent industry was asked this question directly: During
the research and development tha t led to the production of detergents
was any study m ade of wha t h appens to the detergent when it went
down the drain? The answer was no. In other words, all they were
concerned with was cleaning.
Now I raise the question, "why?" Is it inevitable that somebody
should be concerned only with the cleansing properties of a substance
and not with its fate in na ture? W ell then, obviously not. You h ave to
ask the question, why was no one concerned with its fate in nature?
Let's try to a nswer. Where was this research going on? I t was going on
in industry. What is industry? Industry is the operation that produces
things for sale. Well , wha t were they selling? They were selling a
clea ner. And they were getting paid for what? For its cleaning properties, not for what happens when it goes down the d rain . And so what
they were interested in- to put it very brutally-is the money-making
aspects of detergents. You can't sell something by saying this is good
for the bacteri a in the sewage trea tment system . You want the housewife to buy it because it clea ns clothes. So the kind of scientific interest
which the engineers showed in this substance was determined very
largely by the economic interest of their employers. And the economic
interest of their employers in turn derives from a very simple economic
fact. The profit made per unit sales on detergents is nea rly twice what
it is on soap.
That's just a simple fact. It is very easy to get. The U.S . Census of
manufacturers reports every five years or so various da ta on industries.
There is an industrial category called soap and detergents. It reports
the labor, materials, profit, etc. p er thousand dollar sales. In 1946
when the industry made nothing but soap the return was about $30
per thousand dollars. Tha t's before taxes, $30 returned per thousand
dollar of sales. In 1967 when the industry was making 70 % detergents
rough ly and 30% soap, the returns were $54 per thousand dolla rs of
sales. If you remember your algebra it is possible, by taking the intervening years and making the plot, to extrapolate for the profit d ue to
one hundred percent detergents. It turns out to be nea rly twice that
of soap.
Oh, you say, what a terrible, radical thing to say. W ell, it isn't.
What do you think the soap a nd detergent industry m anagers are in
there for? Wha t is their responsibility to the stockholders if not to
make a profit and, in fact, to increase the profit? That's what makes
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the stock value go up. They found a way of doing it by making detergents rather than soap.
You might say, why do they make more money on detergents.
That's a very interesting question, too. It turns out that in our system
the profit you make is largely determined by the degree to which you
can exclude the need for human labor. That's a curious thing to say.
( I've just given you the definition of productivity.) Productivity is the
amount of wealth, the amount of goods produced per unit of human
labor. As you know from Mr. Nixon, we are in grave trouble because
our productivity has not been rising fast enough. It's been rising all
the time but we're in trouble because it isn't rising as fast as it used
to. What does that mean? It means that we are producing more and
more goods per unit labor. Each good produced is now produced with
less and less labor. A very interesting thing.
When you look at the labor required to make a unit of soap and
the labor required to make a unit of detergents there is much less
labor involved in detergents. The reason for this is that you can use a
flow system. You've seen pictures of chemical plants where a man
stands in front of a panel of meters and a lot of pipes go out from
there. He sits there turning knobs and so on and that determines the
flow of stuff. Out one end comes gasoline or soap or detergents or
DDT or what have you. That's the way the chemical plants operate
now and you need relatively few people. You don't have to have
somebody around stirring and tasting it and so on.
So what's happening here is that a substance has been produced
which is not natural and it's been produced for some of the reasons
I've described . Nobody bothered to find out what happened when it
went back into the ecological cycle because ecology didn't fit in with
the economic motives. The upshot was real trouble. Trouble because
the stuff wasn't breaking down. It began to mess up sewage trea tment
plants. Later these detergents were replaced by straight chain materials
which broke down. These are the so-called biodegradable detergents.
But I forgot to tell you a fantastically ironical thing. At one end of the
detergent molecule is a benzene ring. Benzene in water is readily converted to phenol, which is carbolic acid, which is a toxic substance.
Now, in the original detergents, since they didn't break down, the
benzene unit was protected from chemical action and did not form
phenol. But now that we have biodegradable detergents this benzene
is converted to phenol. The fact of the matter is, you can kill fish
much more readily with the new degradable detergents than with the
non-degradable ones just because they are degradable. There is an
interesting textbook on chemical engineering by Stevenson, a rather
important one. In it he describes what I've just told you, and says it's
going to be very interesting to see what happens when the public discovers this fact about degradable detergents. A very interesting thing.
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He wrote it to the students but he wasn't telling anybody else. He was
sort of waiting to see what happened when people learned this.
Well, on top of all this is the fact that the phosphate, added to
soften the water, stimulates the growth of algae. I've already described
the trouble that causes. This completes the picture of an environmental
problem .
Now, I want to go back to the educational question. What went
wrong? Something went wrong. That's the first thing to realize. When
a multi-billion dollar industry makes a mistake, there is something
wrong. There is just something wrong. There is something wrong
when the water foams. There is something wrong when the degradable ma terial turns out to be toxic. There is something wrong when
all this phosphate is being added that causes algae overgrowths and
so on. It seems to me there really were two failures with the education
of the people who were involved .
One is that the kind of information they were trained to get was
not congruent with the processes that were happening in nature. So for
example, the chemical engineers obviously did their job. Well, what
was their job? The job of a chemical engineer is to study physics and
chemistry so well tha t when his boss tells him to make a particular
kind of substance to put on the m arket he knows how to do it. He
knows how to design a plant tha t will produce it. Tha t's what a chemical engineer is supposed to do, as far as I know. Now the chemical
engineers did that job very well. So there is nothing wrong with their
training as chemical engineers. In fact, the trouble is that they did
succeed so well. In the same sense, the trouble with nuclear bombs
is tha t the engineers and physicists did their job so well, that the damn
things went off. If they didn't go off there wouldn't be so much trouble. The trouble with cars is that the people who design them and
manufacture them, succeed . It's a beautiful job. All this stuff comes
into the factory-rubber, steel, copper, glass a nd so on- then the thing
is crea ted and you sit in it a nd you turn the key on and it runs. And
tha t is brilliant. But the minute you let it out of the factory, it kills
people. Not simply on the road but also by producing smog a nd by releasing asbestos from the brake linings, which causes cancer when they
get into the lungs. Everything h as to go somewhere. The new cars, all
the new cars since World W ar II are beautiful smog generators because they have high compression engines.
So wh at I'm saying is that the technologists do beautifully what
they've been trained to do. Well , what's wrong? Well obviously their
training doesn't match the behavior of na ture. Because in nature stuff
goes down the drain and gets into eco-systems. In nature it is a fact
tha t synthetic substances are not readily accommoda ted by such things
as bacte1ia . In na ture it is a fact that a rapidly moving object hitting
another one will cause damage . And the point I'm making is: there is
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a sharp disparity between the structure of knowledge in our academic
system and what's true out in nature.
Let me tell you a few more pointed stories. As I drove here, by
some crazy coincidence, along side of me was a car m a rked " The
Center for the Biology of Natural Systems." A good friend of mine,
Professor Cole, who is a biologist, was waving out of it. H e was off to
Springfield . Sitting next to him was Professor Ba rr, who is an economist.
Sitting in the back was an a nthropologist. They were all off to do
research. Research on what ? The implications of the use of fertilizer in
Illinois for water pollution. I won't bother you with the technical details. But let me tell you a little bit. As they say, isn't that great. The
car is the epitome of interdisciplinary research . W e've got them all in
the same car. They're heading in the same direction. Well, let me tell
you, getting Dr. Cole in that car was done over the inten se opposition
of his department. When D r. Cole joined our program to do this study,
a round robin letter was circulated in his department. It condemned
him for depa rting from his previous study on photosynthesis, and engaging in something which was so far removed from the purposes of
the university, namely, to study the plight of Illinois farml and and the
people who are exposed to water pollution as the result of the use of
fertilizer. H e nea rl y got ki cked out of the depa rtment. Fortun ately, he
had gotten tenure a few months earlier. But there was a real fight.
You might say what a scandalous thing for Commoner to say in
public. It's in print in the September 25th issue of the N ew York er a nd
it's in my book Th e Closing Circle. You might say why do you say
this? W ell, I say it because Dan Cole's plight is repeated over and over
and over again. J ohn Wood, the chemist a t the University of Illinois,
who first discovered the mercury problem in 1967, had his paper
describing it rejected by two reviewers from S cience Magazine. Why?
H e had made a brilli ant discovery that vitamin B-12 transfers a methyl
group to mercury, making mercury into methy-m ercu ry which is soluble. That's wha t gets in the fish and is poisoning. Brilliant discovery!
But it happens that vitamin B-12 is pa rt of something that bio-chemists
teach their students. It has to do with metabolism and there is an
enzyme involved. When you say vitamin B-12 to a bio-chemist he's
ready to reach for the blackboard and say, oh yes, this is what we
teach about vitamin B-12. This is wha t is in the textbooks. But, there
is nothing in the bio-chemistry textbooks about mercury, in connection
with vitamin B-12 . But, clearl y the relevance of vitamin B-12 in the
real world is tha t it has this peculiar effect on mercury. Well, Wood
had written all this up and, incidenta lly, it is a very brilli ant piece of
scientific work . It was rejected by the reviewers on the basis of a uniform complaint: It is not relevant to an understanding of the
enzymatic, the mechanism of the enzyme that deals with vitamin B-12.
In other words, it wouldn't form a footnote in the bio-chemistry text-
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book. It was out of phase with hie-chemistry but was it out of phase
with the world? No.
I can give you one instance a fter a nother of basic scientists like
J ohn Wood who have begun to become interested in practical problems, but find their academic careers threa tened because they are departing from the kinds of publications that lead to tenure. There are
two reasons for this.
O ne is: it is much h arder to m ake publications when you deal with
the real world. Everybody says well, one of the reasons for the experim ental method is that it is so neat, you know, it's intellectually rigorous. We have a control group here and experimental group here and
it's all in the laboratory and so on. That m ay be true, but don't kid
yourself, there's a much more important reason for the experimental
method . It's a quick way to publish a paper. T a ke it from m e, it takes
us five times longer to get anything sensible out of a field experiment
as compared to one in the laboratory. W e're working in Illinois. Last
year was a ra iny year, and we got a beautiful set of d ata h aving to do
with the movement of nitrate from the soil into the water. This year it
is dry. And everything is a ll mucked up and it is very difficult for us
to understand wha t' s happening. Well, I assure you if we were running
a laboratory experiment we'd have it rain all the time . And so it is not
easy to publish papers, scientific papers, if you're dealing with complex
things in na ture or in the ghetto, where it might take you nine months
to get somebod y else to ta lk to you. And so just the speed with which
p apers a re published is held down .
Secondly, wha t you're li kely to publish might not fit into any
known journa l. Now look a t that carload I mentioned . Our Illinois
project involved an a nthropologist who is going around ta lking to the
Amish farms as well as the English farms, about their fertilizer practices ; an economist who is worrying about the economics of the use of
fertilizer in farm m anagement ; a geologist who is worrying about the
movement of wa ter; various kinds of biologists concerned with wha t's
happening to the soil in Lake D ecatur, and so on.
The thing I want to tell you is that the biology that the biologists
in our proj ect a re doing they never learned in class, because they have
to start thinking about how it rela tes to something else. What I'm trying to tell you is tha t the real problems in environment do not match
the cu rriculum. That's all there is to it. Not only do they fail to match
the curriculum, which you might argue is a rtificial, they fail to match
the intellectual structure of the discipline. Tha t's why there is a
threat. When someone in a discipline-oriented department goes out
into the fi eld , he is now going to talk about things that the other fellows weren't interested in or never heard of.
Now that's the point I'm m aking, the whole environment system
is the problem. (I won't need to go into detail-read m y book for the
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rest of it.) What I mean is we're in real trouble. The environment system that supports us is being degraded by the very method by which
we extract wealth from it. We're on a suicidal course; that is real
trouble. What I'm really concerned with here is the origin of the
trouble in the educational system. And the origin is simply this: that
the disciplines have become separated from real life.
Now, you know, we all laugh when we read medieval works about
medieval scholasticism. It's an interesting word "scholasticism:" It
doesn't sound like a bad thing- to be a scholastic. You know, that is
schooling. Great! But we know that scholasticism led to various
foolish things, like people spending their time debating how many
angels were on the head of a pin. Now I assure you that those debates
led to tenure or whatever they had in those days. Those debates were
carried out not because people thought it was relevant to the real
world. These wem't kooks! These were the run-of-the-mill academic
types. And they were doing what they were supposed to do. What I'm
saying is, here is historical evidence that it is possible, indeed likely, for
intellectually-minded people to become concerned with what passes
for intellectual activity when it is probably totally separated from the
real world. And what I'm suggesting to you is that we are now in the
same fix. That the disciplines represent a return to medieval scholasticism. Now I'm not going to tell you how this relates to your own interest
in General Studies. All I want to tell you is don't be afraid of those
departments. Go get them. Thank you.
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General Education:
What Type of Structure?
Panel Discussion
DR. WoooBURN 0 . Ross

Former dean, Monteith College, Wayne State University
( Transcript of an .e xtemporaneous talk, edited for publioation by
Joseph M . Condie.)
I begin my remarks by imitating a brother of a friend of mine when
he was starting a speech. He said, "Before I begin my speech I have
something to say." I find I have something to say before I begin. I
wish to echo certain remarks of the speaker of the morning, Dr. Commoner. H e commen ts upon the fact tha t there is nothing in the na ture
of things which m akes it necessa ry to study biology, the discipline of
biology, history, the discipline of history, English, the discipline of
English. That remark gives me, personally, great pleasure. It has seemed
to me, particula rly in my position as Dean of Monteith, that this indeed the state of affairs. A shocking number of academics feel that
these various disciplines, enshrined in departments, do exist in the
very na ture of things, ordained by God almighty and that this is the
only way to do it. He's a little more pessimistic than I am about the
possibility of some good shock troops making a fine attack on these
disciplines. We have been in existence at Wayne for twelve years and
I should say tha t we a t least rest on a quite secure foundation. It has
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been difficult on occasions but it seems to me that it is by no means an
impossible task. I mean to speak words of encouragement.
One second comment as I proceed to my speech. The word "interdisciplinary." I should like to say that word might well be conceived
of as a dirty word. I do not think that structured general education
programs should conceive of themselves as being interdisciplinary
studies. They may draw their materials from other disciplines, but
thinking of them as being interdisciplinary creates difficulties. This
kind of concept leads historically, I think, to the notion that general
education is a bit of this, and a bit of this, and a bit of this. What does
one do in humanities, for example? (I picked that as a common
interdisciplinary study in general education and probably the one
which is least well defined across the country.) Well, you can get a bit
of literature and a bit of something else in the area of the arts. I have
seen programs that are built primarily around history and so on. It
seems to me that instead there should be a discipline called "humanities" such a discipline rapidly growing in the country. This is the study
of the world of the arts-man and the arts. It may draw all it likes
upon previously existing disciplines, but it should enjoy autonomy. A
humanities program, if I may say so, being an English professor, does
a better job of introducing the student to the world of the arts than
the English department can do . In the old days it was customary for
the English department to do this job-this is what its underclass
courses were generally set up to do.
Now I've taken so much time in introductory remarks that I'm
going to confine myself simply to a series of statements. I had planned
originally to amplify these a bit and perhaps argue them a bit. Perhaps you can remember them as I make them. They are designed to
be challenging and I should be happy to answer challenges from my
fellow panelists here. I'm sure there will be some, and from the floor.
First of all, a structured general education program, in my opinion,
should be taught by a faculty permanently assigned to it. Not by one
whose members are plowed into it and out of it and into it again. This
concept of the transitory character of the staff of the general education
program, it seems to me, is responsible, more than any other, for the
low esteem in which such programs are frequently held. No wonder-I
said I was going to argue it, didn't I? No wonder, here you have a
man who is doing the entire formal general education job with his left
hand; his promotion, his salary, his prestige, none of these things ride
on what he is doing there. If the situation were to be developed so
that precisely these things did ride upon what he does in the general
education program, I think you would get very different results.
Point two: Such a general education program should be, here
again I repeat myself a little, made of subjects which are themselves
new disciplines. But I want to diverge from what I said before. New
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disciplines, not introductory to anything; they stand on their own feet.
They're introductory to the life of the student, not introductory to
further academic work. The real grip of present college programs
comes along after the student has passed the sophomore year and gets
on to his specialty. The whole concept that a college education, in our
country at this time, must be built around a specialty seems to me
sadly outworn.
Again, general education programs must have their own promotions-criteria for faculty members. And I suggest that these criteria
should revolve about the effectiveness of the faculty member in teaching. I suggest further that the old song we frequently hear that you
can't measure the effectiveness of the faculty member in teaching is
no more valid than the countercharge that you cannot adequately
gauge the effectiveness of what a faculty member writes unless he
writes something very brilliant. There is nothing that stops any administration, a ny department, any group of faculty members from
opening the doors of every classroom to their colleagues. I once proposed this to a department, of which I was a member, saying let's
visit each other. I was on the personnel committee of the department
at the time and that's why I was sticking my nose into these matters.
I said smilingly, we've heard from a fair number of you people. All of
you are first-rate teachers. We know it because you said so. And really,
except for casual student gossip, we had no other criteria at all by
which to go. I proposed that we open the doors of all classrooms, that
we visit each other. (You can develop a spirit, in accord with which,
professors do visit each other's classroom.) The vote was 42 to 3,
opposed-in the name of "academic freedom."
And last of all, general education programs should be wary of
putting their students into laboratories. These are expensive and of
doubtful value to students not majoring in one of the sciences. The library should be the principle campus resource of general education.
Training students in the proper use of the library is a tremendous
enough task. Very little that we do today, I think, is effective along
this line.

DR. LAWRENCE

E.

TALIANA

Assistant Vice President and Professor of Psychology
Southern Illinois University, Edwardsville

(Transcript of an extemporaneous talk, edited for publication by
Joseph M . Condie)
I'll preface my comments with a brief statement that my ideas are
undoubtedly influenced by some recent experiences as well as based
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upon a diversity of professional activities both within universities and
without. Two recent national conferences concerned with contemporary and future educational trends have influenced some of my
thoughts and deepened my prejudices. The first of these conferences,
one sponsored by the Department of Defense and dealing with an appeal to higher education within the various armed service branches,
sharpened my awareness for some of the apparent inflexibility within
higher education. The second conference, and that little more than a
week ago, sponsored by the American Association of State Colleges
and Universities, concerned itself with new directions for higher education. Perhaps the reason tha t I felt the message of these conferences
a bit more strongly is tha t they tended to surface and crystallize some
observations that I have m ade about contemporary higher education.
One salient feature emerging is that we must do more to reflect
the needs of our students. This is what I think students have been trying to tell us for several years. These needs cannot go unanswered any
longer since they have gone unheed ed for some time. At a n urban
institution such as Southern Illinois University a t Edwardsville, the
student constituency is much more diverse than one would find on the
traditional residential campus. But even granting that, the characteristics and needs of students on residential campuses are a lso changing.
Although the concept of individual differences as it rela tes to the
learning process is fundamental , it's surprising how it's ignored in
much of our educational programming.
On a campus such as the one we have here, individual differences
have terrific import to the people. Developmental aspects such as
experiential background, chronological age, etc. pose a range of differences. We have here the traditional high school graduate entering
college for the first time, the mother and wife who has just placed
her youngest in primary school, the mother who has sent her last
child off to college, the grandmother who is bored by the a fternoon
"cocktail hour," the engineer who has just been eased into retirement
a t age 50, the harassed store manager who seeks a greater understanding of the society and his own role and identity, as well as the returning
la te adolescent drop-out. A diversity of needs and interests is present.
There is little doubt about this.
Layman, in his 1953 "Age of Achievement" article, points out the
differences in age for superior contributions in fields of creativity. For
example, in the physical science, for some reason, such contributions
occur in the mid-twenties and late-twenties for chemistry, but late
thirties in geology and astronomy. In the literary fields, poetry contributions tend to be most significant at the mid-twenties, but novels
and prose in the mid-forties. Other examples of these developmental
differences can be cited but I shall not digress at this time. They do
have implications for educational structure, I think. Perhaps, as H enry
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David Atkin states in his "Predictament of the University," there is a
need to extend general education into the graduate schools as well.
Another feature that must be considered and one which academic
traditions ignore is the changing societal scene which places additional
demands upon our educational enterprises. Because of the lacks in our
society which I shall not discuss at this time, the traditional experiences that adolescents or students brought to the college scene in form·
er years are lacking in many students today. As Dr. Commoner said,
we must provide more involvement with experience and the real world.
As a result, we need to devise new ways to provide such experiences as
part of general education, and also devise the means of assessing that
experience and awarding appropriate academic credit. The scientific
knowledge is available to develop such assessment procedures. To my
notion the only thing we lack is, perhaps, the mechanisms and the inclination. What I am saying is new performance measures for granting
academic credit a re possible. At this institution we lack only the administrative structure and mechanism for doing this, with perhaps certain limitations placed upon us by certain individuals who control our
purse strings. The importance of experience and its lack within the
contemporary society suggest the development of general education
around work experience and off-campus programs as well as appropriate experiential activity within the University structure.
On our cam pus, the history of general education or General Studies
has not been perfect by any means. An analysis of the content of general education courses would show most do not fit the broadest d efinition of general education. For the most part, these courses are most
relevant for the specific academic discipline. This travesty defeats the
purpose of general education and certainly is not meeting the needs of
contemporary students at all developmental levels. Fortunately, efforts
a re under way to correct this.
It is generally recognized that to project the future in job trends
is difficult. This has consequences for our general education program.
Few, I think , would argue with the notion that the best way to prepare our students for life and the world of work is to educa te them so
that they may learn how to learn . Learning from all indications is to
be a life-long process. The notion that we can prepare for a career
and rest upon that for the remainder of our lives is not consistent with
the real world. As a result, it becom es even more important for general education to provide the kinds of experiences tha t would lead to
flexibility and maximum alterna te routes to new careers and professions throughout one's lifetime. Learning how to learn, the development of flexibility, being skilled in human relations, learning how to
be aware of what's happening about him or her, and in general,
development of an individual who is capable of coping with change is
the type of educational experience tha t is desirable. I think this is the
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sort of thing tha t Toffier speaks about in Future Sh ock. M any businesses and industries do not rel y upon formal training in a discipline
but prefer to train individuals on the job. Realizing this and in keeping
with the points just mentioned , the academic community must become
more involved in the society a round it. I think there is evidence around
us tha t the University community is becoming awa re of this. But the
old outlook is still an immensely well-fixed attitude in the faculty as a
whole. This must be overcome. If institutions of higher education are
to survive, this societal characteristic must be recognized.
F ew would reject the notion tha t our institutions of higher lea rning probably possess the best inventory of brainpower of any institution
in our society today. We must ha rness tha t brainpower to attack the
problems that confront us. New organizational structures and modifications of existing general education pa tterns may be a vehicle by
which we can a ttack the problems. I am extremely doubtful whether
the type of restructuring necessary can occur within the traditional
academic disciplin es. The need for specialization a nd intensive attention to the d etail of those disciplines milita tes against the types of
educa ton we are speaking of. This is not to say that it cannot occur,
but I contend tha t for the most part it does not occur. In most disciplines there a re some individuals who a re interested in problems of
general educa tion but they frequently give up the struggle and succumb
to the peer pressure.
With th at I should close by saying tha t my intent is not to pour
the finished beverage of the fermentation process but to activate the
grape crushing during the discussion .

DR. HAROLD SCHROEDER

Professor of Business Administration
Southern Illinois University, Edwardsville

(Transcript of an extemporaneous talk, edited for publication by
Jo seph M . Condie)
Good morning. When you discovered tha t a second psychologist
had come to speak to you, you probably began to suspect there is some
reason why psychologists turn towa rd a generalist interest. Perhaps,
you might think they don't have very strong disciplinary concerns within psychology. Let me assure you that psychologists in general, are just
as disciplinary-oriented as biologists, chemists, or any other depa rtmental group on this campus or any other campus.
I would like to take what you might, perhaps, consider a very
specific look a t the problem of general education. I would like to
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stress the criteria of education and suggest that the type of structure
we have in a university will always pretty much de dependent upon the
type of criteria we use to measure education. These two, the measurement criteria and the structure, will always go hand-in-hand with each
other. I want to make the distinction between what we proclaim we
do in education and what we actually do. In other words, if we went
around this room or some other room and asked each professor: What
do you really try to do?, he would give a lot of noble statements about
what he is trying to achieve in order to develop the student, or develop
the university, or whatever it might be. However, most of these things,
if you look into it, are not measured.
And yet, despite what I have just said, we do measure certain
things in the university very strictly. The things we measure determine
the structure of the University, the general education program, or
whatever part of the University you are talking about. So let's see
what we measure.
We all know what things we measure, but let's just review them
just to make sure. The first thing we measure is the number of hours
of exposure a student has. That's number one. Let's not kid ourselves
that it is the most important thing because the student cannot graduate unless he has the required number of hours of exposure. No matter what else he does, it is just sitting there being exposed that we
measure most of all and it's counted on a clock. That's number one.
The second thing we measure, and this is probably equally as important as the first, is the number of disciplines he gets exposed to. The
student cannot pass, or graduate, or get anywhere in the University, he
can't even exist for a quarter unless he takes something in so many
disciplines. And note th a t's how it's put to him; it is not put to him
in terms of his interest. It's put to him in terms of so many disciplines.
And again this is simple counting, although we do it very efficiently.
It's no different than counting up to four or two or something like
this. The third criteria we use-that we measure- is the amount of
knowledge that the person acquires in disciplines. Because it is on a
scale, he probably can know nothing and still get through. So, we've
got these three criteria.
Now I know you may object to this account. I know I would too
if I were a teacher at St. John's. But if you look closely at the stuff
that comes out of the university-the output-that is really what we
are measuring: total exposure time, disciplinary distribution, and
grade . In a mass institution, the grade pretty much measures only the
amount of disciplinary information that a student acquires. It cannot
do much more because, for one thing, we don't have time to grade
other things. So those are the three criteria and the way they're
weighted.
The next thing we have to be aware of when we talk about struc-
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ture is that the criteria give us feedback and actually support the
structure that we already have. In other words, once we h ave these
criteria, they will operate to build, support and maintain a certain
kind of structure. That's exactly what has h appened . The structure
that we have fits the criteri a. It is optimal to accomplish the ends
which we measure.
It is optimal-it's beautiful. That's the first thing to remember.
It's perfect. You couldn't design a better system. The system evolved,
it adapated and gradually got to be perfect for accomplishing these
measured goals or criteria. I would maintain that it's an exceedingly
efficient structure. I don't think the world has ever evolved a better
structure to accomplish these ends so efficiently. Think of it. W e bring
students in and in a short period of time ( a matter of four years)
accomplish a complex set of goals. Maybe the goals are ones the students don't want, maybe they don't like to do it and all this kind of
thing, but they do it. The thing that amazes m e is that we do it at all.
Now if we want to change the system what we do is this. We try
to change the structure a bit. But anything we do with the structure
will have a very low rate of return because we can't do much better
with the things we measure, no matter what we do. So the thesis I'm
trying to present (it's probably a common one) is simply that change
will occur in the structure of the university or any other institution
only if you change the criteria.
By changing the criteria I don't mean saying it in our heads and
at graduation days. I mean we measure it somehow. That's just what
Barry Commoner told you this morning-the reason why we have
pollution of the rivers is because we didn't measure certain things. I
think the same thing is true in education . We're not measuring certain things. Certain kinds of output that we say we want we're not
measuring. Well, there are criteria, of course, to measure such things.
We could set up a General Studies program in terms of whether or not
we get the student interested in something like the arts or sciences or
education. We might measure that criterion by the number of books he
takes out of the library. This would be a different system all together
from the present one. We might set up as a goal something like conceptual ma turity. Then ,ve would measure the range of information
and concepts the students bring to bear on problems. That's a different
kind of criteria. Note, we would not be measuring here how much he
knows about psychology or biology. H aving given him a problem, a
real problem, one like the environment, we would measure the range
of information and concepts he brings to bear when he has a go at that
problem, when he thinks about it, when he works on it. I maintain
these could be measured equally as reliably as grades. For one, I don't
think that we measure grades reliably or validly. I mean grading is the
most m ystical system in the world. We could measure other things just
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as well, perhaps a lot better. I'm sure we could measure interest much
more accurately than knowledge.
Let's say we added interest and conceptual m aturity to our list of
goals. Let me briefly set forth the structure to achieve these two. First
of all, we would h ave to offer the students a choice not from a range
of disciplines but from a range of topics, problems, areas of interest.
So we would move toward offering topics rather than disciplines. For
example, religion, urban problems, environmental problems. Barry
Commoner gave a beautiful example this morning of how you can
take a problem like ecology and give a student the option to do that,
not to do biology.
Now that's not to say he's not also doing biology. I think the
speaker this morning pointed out you still weigh the discipline. The
disciplines still come in. I would disagree with some of the people here
that think you h ave to attack the disciplines. W e must have the discipline. I think the disciplines are required because what the disciplines
do is to provide the way for you, the biologist, for example, to m easure
the world and to tell us how to view the world from a biological
perspective. The biologist answers the question: What biological information can we gather? This is necessary. The same thing is true for
the economist, etc. It is necessary. However, it's not necessary for a
student to just study biology or just study economics. I think we ought
to give him topics and let him lea rn wha t the needs for the topic are
rather than learning biology, etc. in isolation. Well, anyhow, this issue
is a fairly complica ted thing.
Secondly, as Larry Taliana said, I think we should begin to offer
students the choice of educational environment. At present, we offer
a ve ry rigid educational environment, a very authoritarian type. Given
the proper orientation, if the students were to pick topics, urban, environmental, etc., then you could offer a range of environments. Some
students prefer a pertty structured environment to work in, others
might be able to work in rather loose environments as in some of the
new universities where they work pretty much in private study and
that kind of thing. But we could offer some variation for students
which would take care of individual differences and needs. Of course,
we would have to staff these programs differently.
The thing we are arguing for here is for some kind of differentia ting of programs within universities. To achieve it we would have
to change the criteria. We would have to get rid of concepts like credit
hours. We would have to start budgeting programs to do this. Thank
you .
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My immediate reaction to that question is "No." The needs of
society will best be met when the needs of all its members are being
met. Statistics like the following indicate to me that the educational
needs of a large portion of society's members are not being met:
A. More than onei n five children drop out of school prior
to grad uation from high school (Parnell, 1969 ; Vern,
1968 ).
B. Only one of every ten ch ildren gradua tes from a four-year
college ( Parnell, 1969 ) .
C. We now have a surplus of college graduates in almost
every field (Time, 1971 ) .
Following are some of the reasons I believe general education is failing
to adequ ately meet the needs of society:

I. Overspecialization or fragmented specialties.
I n many cases, general education consists of a series of specialized,
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departmentalized courses. Surely the student's education is general in
tha t it exposes him to many different disciplines. But he may wind up
with fragmented bits and pieces of information that seemingly have no
rela tionship to each other or to his life.
I can recall how I used to hate history-in high school and in college. In both instances, I memorized enough "facts" to pass the exams.
But, the instructor never seemed interested in teaching whatever was
in the past tha t would shed light on the present culture and contemporary needs. We never examined the causes of World War I in
light of present-day conditions; nor did we talk about the influences
of the war on present-day life styles.
Unfortunately, teaching in the disciplines may be even more specialized than the discipline itself. Some professors tend to become preoccupied with a specific aspect of their disciplines which may or may
not be relevant to the main problems of their field.
Overspecializa tion may be creating rather than solving problems of
society. Some of the problems brought on by technological changes
may be due, in p a rt, to the scientist whose achievements are compromised by his blindness to the ethical and aesthetic consequences of
his work.

II. R esearch and publications vs. teaching.
To become a college teacher, one need only do a piece of specialized research. As Becker ( 1971 ) noted, the Ph.D. recruitment program
does not concern itself with a candidate's teaching ability, even though
the person who receives the degree is certified as the "highest teacher
in the land" (a university teacher). H e likens the absurdity of this to
giving medical degrees to those who do research in the medical sciences and then certifying then to do surgery. "Doctors can be sued
for malpractice while professors cannot. The flesh is then more sacred
than the soul" (p. 205).
It is ironical that the undergraduate students are the ones who
wind up with teaching assistants for their instructors. They usually
have little or no access to the "giants" in the fields. Becker ( 1971)
said the "giants" spend their time "jetting around the world to national and international meetings and giving papers furthering their
own prestige and careers" (p. 205).

III. Overreaction or crisis orientation.
Our educational process h as frequently appeared crisis-oriented. At
one point in history, the most critical need was the knowhow to
produce food and fiber in such a fashion that manpower could be
shunted into industrial production. In response to this need, land
grant colleges were established (Morrill Act of 1862). As a result, tod ay we have an agriculture that according to most standards is overly
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successful-one farmer can now feed more than forty additional persons-and is creating problems of subsidies instead of deficiencies.
In more recent times, i.e., after Sputnik, it became important as
a national objective to boost our science and technology programs.
Probably the most obvious display of the success of this effort was a
color telecast of man exploring the surface of the moon. But, just as
agriculture overshot its mark in the production of foodstuffs, the science and technology obsession overshot its mark in the production of
engineers and science-related Ph.D.'s.
Education Commissioner Marland and others state that the present
crisis is the demand for vocational and technical services. And, unless
we keep in mind the diversity of the needs of society and those of the
individual, we will again overshoot our mark and not achieve the
proper balance in our educational programs.

IV. Schooling for more schooling.
Grant Venn ( 1970) in Man, Education and Manpower says we are
quite successful in preparing children for more schooling. Elementary
subjects are taught to prepare children for middle school; middle
school students must take the prerequisite courses for high school; and
high school students prepare for college. And so it continues even at
the college level. Undergraduate departments measure their success
by the number and quality of the undergraduates they send into graduate departments and graduate departments measure their success by research and publications. Regretfully, the type of publications and research that graduate schools reward may not be intended to apply to
contemporary cultural needs, but to satisfy the numbers game of publish or perish.
Gengerelli ( 1969), a UCLA psychologist said the purpose of education is to create a citizenry that is capable of supplying the entire
spectrum of the needs of society. And, a modem industrial society such
as ours needs poets as well as machinists, and philosophers as well as
executives. However, our present educational system does not take note
of the diversity of society's needs nor the diversity of students. Most
students are expected to learn basically the same knowledge, although
at different rates, and derive the same conclusions.
Thus, education has become too narrowly defined. The concept
must be broadened to include the development of human potential.
One writer states it this way (Russell, 1971, p. 593): "Since a person's potential is unique within himself, education for each individual
is unique .... Any attempt to direct all individuals into the same or
similar educational tracks limits their potential" and that of society.
Yet track students, we have. Even though only about ten percent
of our students complete college, the majority of the curriculum is set
up to meet their needs while ignoring those of the non-baccalaureate
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student. And, high schools continue to measure success by the percentage of their students who attend college.
F AIS, the Fusion of Applied and Intellectual Skills ( a research
project which I direct a t the University of Florida's Laboratory
School) seeks to remedy this situation by providing opportunities for
all children to learn about and participate in the world of work as a
part of their general education program.
One of the assumptions of the Project is that the final difference
among people relates more to their values and feelings than to their
knowledge or skills. A man's values determine what he supports, promotes, and strives for or against. It follows that the career choices an
individual makes, the way one performs on the job, even the decision
to "drop out," are functions of personal values. Therefore, world of
work values become the central elements of the process of career
development ; namely that which leads the child to determine for himself how he will relate to and express himself in a career.
Since value development begins early in life, our first-year emphasis was on kindergarten through fifth grades. This past year we developed a curriculum which focused more on the affective dimension of
man a nd work. We wanted this age child to discover how individuals
felt about their jobs, the value workers placed on their labor, the relationship of the nature of one's work to his life away from the job;
in short, the role of work in the totality of a person's life.
Early last year, we ferreted from the literature ten assumptions
about man and work. These are:
1. Man works for reasons in addition to that of earning a living.
2. A person's interests and needs may be satisfied by many work
roles.
3. Voca tional choice confronts each and every individual and is not
the unique problem of a special group or minority.
4. Career development is a lifelong process.
5. Most facets of a person's life are shaped or directly affected by
his work role.
6. People are unique and cannot be stereotyped according to their
occupations.
7. Jobs do not exist in isolation-people are interdependent.
8. The status of an occupation does not indicate its worth to society.
9. If man is to influence the degree and kind of change within our
society, he must understand technology and its implications.
10. Work roles for some may be leisure time activities for others.
These are not viewed as absolute truths to be taught and subsequently memorized by students. Instead, they are approached as hypotheses to be tested at the different levels of schooling and fused into the
different curriculum subjects.
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The activities we developed consisted of three elements. First the
child gathered data relative to one of the ten hypotheses, acted on the
d ata; e.g., drawing conclusions, making comparisons, etc.; and then
reacted on a subjective level to that which he had learned about the
world of work. His reaction served as a springboard for non-directive
clarifying questioning. (See Appendix for a sample activity.) It is our
hope that this process will move a child from simply knowing about the
world of work to knowing how he wants to relate to that world. In this
scheme, knowledge is not an end in itself.
In addition to the activities, we developed a "Teacher Guide," an
"Occupational Sequence Framework," an inservice program, and five
evaluation instruments.
The "Occupational Sequence Framework" is a suggested sequence
of occupations through which children may progress beginning at the
K level and ending a fter fifth grade. Placement of an occupation on
the chart was based on the developmental and interest levels of the
child as determined by interviews and the literature on child development and psychology.
The primary aspects of the inservice program consist of working
with teachers in clarifying their values and goals and in aiding children
in this process.
Three of the evaluation instruments were developed to determine
and measure change in teachers', K-2 students', and 3-5 students' attitudes relative to including occupational informa tion in the curriculum.
And, the fifth instrument, called the Educational Goals Preference
Scale, was developed to register change in teachers' rankings of relevant goals in American education as a result of participating in our
summer workshops.
All the K-5 materials are presently being field-tested in three
counties in the state of Florida. While this is going on we are involved
in the developmental stages of a program which builds on the K-5 program for 6-8th graders. Eventually we hope to have completed a K-12
career education program.
If we are successful in our efforts to fuse concepts about man and
work into the general education program, all students who leave high
school will do so with more knowledge about their potential and roles
within which their potential may be maximized.
The human potentials movement seeks to enable every individual
to find the role in life within which he can live and work most creatively and productively. F AIS is a part of the Human Potentials
Movement.
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APPENDIX
PURPOSE:
This activity asks children to generate alternative hypotheses to
proposed solutions concerning the effects of technological change upon
people's lifestyles and work roles.
PROCEDURE:
Initiate a discussion concerning the effect of industrialization and
technology upon environment. After a majority of students have
voiced opinions concerning the effects of pollution, introduce the information about Saltville ( or a more local, but similar, situation),
emphasizing the totality of the situation upon the community involved.
After presenting the situation and the government's solution, aid
the children in generating alternate solutions, and engage in a general classroom discussion of the effects of their solutions. (It may be
necessary to assist the children in becoming aware of the total involvement of the community and its source of being-the factory.)
Note: Possible areas of discussion could include:
I. Maintain the existing solution-environment is more important
than people.
2. Fund re-education of all the workers and establish some form
of new skill. (Is this merely "make-work," or could any work
be importa nt as the old factory?)
3. Require the factory owners to bring in new industry.
4. Build a new town nea r a "clean" factory.
5. Financially support workers whether employer or not.
Suggest reaction questions: How would you feel about this if it
were your town? How would your parents feel? Would you willingly
give up your home, friends, and school if told to do so by the government? When industry builds a factory and a town do you think they
should care for the people who live in the town (the factory workers)?
RESOURCE MATERIALS:

L ife, March 26, 1971, pp. 36-46, Vol. 70, Number 11.
RELATED ACTIVITIES:
Have the children role play a "lifestyle" for several days; then,
when they have established firm roles, tell them that an impending disaster ( flood, earthquake, forest fire, etc.) is forcing them to move to
an entirely different kind of country where they have no work, no
homes, no friends. Discuss their feelings concerning the change in
their lives.
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Discuss how they would feel if they were forced to move to an unknown
coun try ( as did the Pilgrims, etc. ) .
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Mrnoa1 Y. BANKS
Department of Sociology
Fisk University
Do general education and specialized educa tion meet the needs of
contemporary society? It is easier to evaluate specialized education. As
to general education, we must first ask ourselves pertinent questions,
such as "What are we actually expecting general and liberal educa tion
to do?"
There seems to be a general consensus that it should provide the
student with knowledge and a philosophy tha t will make his life m eaningful, and that it should also provide a more practical and helpful
training in linking various academic disciplines and providing a broader approach to an issue. Specifically, this latter function is the practical
and useful side of learning, i.e., knowledge of information, whereas the
former is to gain knowledge for awareness and making the individual
more insightful. In other words, if the individual undergoing such education becomes not only "well instructed" but "well educated" ( a distinction made in French and other languages) , and if he can synthesize all his learning in such a way as to m ake it relevant to his life and
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his work and becomes a better human being, then we can say that
general education is meeting the needs of society.
W e a re aware tha t in the traditional universities the students were
able to spend a considerable amount of time to acquire the art of living
through liberal a rts education . But such "luxury" cannot be afforded
today because of the heavy learning program of special fields. Today's
general education must supplement specialization b y offering a broader
understanding of rela ted fields . When the above-mentioned goals are
met, we can say tha t general education is meeting the needs of society.
In this day of highly specialized knowledge, a very popular approach is the so-called "interdisciplinary" one. But it often tends to be
not much more than merely gathering a number of specialists to deal
with an issue. In case the interdisciplinary action is not "integrated,"
the outcome m ay be a disappointing one. Generally, people somehow
look up to a "specialist" with awe, as the term technocrat suggests. An
illustrative example is the m edical profession. Would three or four
specialists without a generalist, an internal medicine person, be adequate in dealing with a pa tient?
Likewise, the fashion able thing to do nowadays for the m anagement of a company planning expansion in a foreign country, for example, is to call in a team of specialists: an interna tional lawyer, a political scientist, an economist, perhaps a marketing specialist, an architect,
etc., each specialized in his own field . Each one is expected to contribute knowledge from his field of specialization, and the result of
their contributions is somehow expected to be more complete and
la rger than the sum total. In reality, however, the area or areas which
were overlooked may cause the pl an to fail unexpectedly. Some overlapping of knowledge is essential for any interdisciplinary solution or
planning effort.
An interesting ca se of failure in spite of well-intended planning was
the Niger Proj ect, as reported by Peter H ammond.* The management
provided an assimila ted environment for the Mossi workers by setting
up dwelling units in the manner of their tribal society's village layout.
The m anagem ent accordingly hoped that the change to which the
M ossi laborers would have to adjust would be kept to a minimum, so
that their degree of commitment would be strong and their productivity would be high. Although this was a rather commendable effort on
the part of management, it did not produce the desired effects. A more
complete understanding of the Massi interaction patterns a nd social
system would have precluded the failure. The Mossi communities, as in

*

Peter B. H am mond , " M a nagem ent in Econom ic Tra nsition" in L abor Commitment and S oci.al Ch ange in D evelop ing Areas, edited by Wilbert E . Moore
a nd Arnold S. Feldma n ( New York : Soc ial Science R esearch Council, 1960 ),
p p. 109-1 22 .
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other primitive and peasant soc1etles, had traditional multiple social
bonds, which Gluckman calls "multiplex relations" with one another.
The Mossi laborers, therefore, were not famili a r with or accustomed to
the behavioral pa ttern of differentia ted societies brought about by
changes in the economic system such as monetiza tion of economic
transactions, wage labor, and the ma rket of agricultural products.
Thus, being unfamiliar with the behavioral pa ttern of holding roles
separately with respect to different sets of people, it was very difficult to
interact with neighbors who were unrelated by lineage. In the village
each lineage lived in a compound residence enclosed by a wall, but in
the Niger Project neighbors were unrelated by lineage and in fact were
strangers. That is, they could not play the role of neighbors to strangers
who were housed as kinsmen. At home, moreover, the system of authority within such compound dwellings was based on kinship, but a t
the Project such a culturally sanctioned m ethod of resolution was absent. H ence they socially withdrew from neighbors in order to avoid
conflict. Yet such behavior, social withdrawal, meant the failure of the
traditional norm of a good neighbor. In short, in the Niger Proj ect the
tribal system of interpersonal rela tionships negatively affected the development of industrializa tion and resulted in a low industrial commitment. A little more general knowledge outside the special fields of
the participating specialists, or the inclusion of a knowledgeable generalist on the team, might have prevented the costly error and resulted
in a successful transition, such as was the case of Buganda ( of East
Africa ) and of Cante!, a Guatemala n peasant community. Although
some cases of successful transition h ave been achieved accidentally,
there is no reason why a planned change cannot be more successful.
A need for generalists is qui te evident, but who a re they? In this
world of vast knowledge, is it impossible for anyone to acquire knowledge of everything to be a true generalist. However, it is a ttainable for
one to be a generalist in a broader a rea of specializa tion . The generalist
in the medical profession in this sense would be an internal medicine
doctor who is actually a specialist but may also be regarded as a generalist. We can do two things. We can ( 1) train some specialists called
"generalists" whose broad knowledge would be most useful in coordinating various disciplines. The future may indeed prove that such
"generalists" are needed. At the same time, we can also (2) offer good
educa tion in such a way as to provide those who a re going to be specialists (in a very na rrow field) to have some knowledge tha t is rela ted to their a reas of interest so tha t they can a t least be "intelligent"
about va rious peripheral fields of releva nce and thus be able to have a
broad perspective.
Let us look for a moment a t the type of people some traditional
Japanese universities used to produce : well-rounded, "cultured," and
able to m ake their life meaningful, i.e., knowing the art of living. The
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liberal arts education which provided this sort of personality growth
is likely to be considered by today's Japanese youth as "irrelevant" and
impractical or "too academic." However, the absence of such a seemingly wasteful education may be seen in the contrast between the oldsystem university graduates and the graduates of the new educational
system which came into being as a result of the Allied Occupation
after World War II . Granted that the pre-World War II graduates
chose that education when it was easier to choose a military career,
let alone that they were subjected to the oppression of a powerful military clique. Consequently there may have been something special about
them to start with. Granted also that it was a highly selective elite education. However, it does seem to have produced a very impressive class
of graduates. The examination of literature as well as personal observation of them indicates that they were, generally speaking, capable
of meeting any new situation with confidence and poise far beyond
what their difference in age or the length of their education would
suggest. Moreover, they were quite able to establish what Carl Rogers
calls "trusting relationships" with others. They themselves often talked
about "those fine three years at higher school" (immediately preceding
entrance in a university) with nostalgia and attributed to it the formation of their personality and attitudes. With regard to interpersonal
relationships in particular, there is a clear indication that the graduates of the new system of colleges and universities seem to have difficulties. Japan's young people today seem to be rather confused and the
normative system is not well integrated. Although this may be a worldwide phenomenon, and therefore cannot be blamed simply on the
absence of an effective educational system or the absence of general
education, we cannot ignore the importance of good education, especially in the area of general and liberal education for personality
growth.
Technologically man has made enormous progress in recent centuries. However, when it comes to interpersonal relationships, we do
not seem to have made any advancement for centuries. In fact, people
seem to have gotten along with each other much better in former days.
We have, to be sure, learned much in the behavioral science fields, but
in spite of our knowledge we are not obtaining much practical benefit
from it. We should give more careful thought to this matter, and perhaps a new and broader approach is necessary if people are to get
along better with each other.
One of the new approaches is to free ourselves from a narrow specialization and look at ourselves from a broader perspective. I believe
that a good general and liberal education would enable us to free ourselves from a conventional approach to social life. With a more liberal
approach to social life we will be able to acknowledge that the differences between other animals and human beings are essentially a matter
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of degree, for we are a part of the animal kingdom rather than special
beings. We should be open-minded and recognize that we can learn
much from studying the behavior of other animals. Although studies
of other animals may not be directly applicable to all aspects of human
behavior, they could provide insights and point out possible areas of
research and hypotheses concerning human behavior.
A few years ago the Royal Society of London sponsored a symposium, the first in 150 years. The topic of the symposium was "Ritualization of Behavior in Animals and Man." The result was very impressive,
to say the least. Quite appropriately, the general organizer was Julian
Huxley. His background as a generalist was invaluable in putting together the findings of the noted scholars of va1;ous academic disciplines, among whom were, to mention a few, E . R. Leach, M. Fortes,
R. D . Laing, Erik Erikson, N . Tinbergen and Konrad Lorenz. There
is much to be learned from this symposium and others of a similar
nature for a better understanding of man and his behavior toward
others. Through an open-minded and broad approach we might be
able to develop a deeper insight of the difficulties of contemporary
society. Inter- as well as intra-group conflicts are so frequent that we
cannot even be certain of our collective survival. To reduce this danger,
we ought to pay more attention to the process of "pseudo speciation" that Erik Erikson talks about. To say that "Human beings are
all one specie" does not assure us of internal harmony. In fact, this
could be misleading, since some insist on using one yardstick to measure such characteristics of other groups as intelligence, morality, etc.
They say, "We are all alike and therefore the same standard should
apply. And, anyone who is not like me means inferior indeed."* By
understanding the "pseudo speciation" process we can free ourselves
from the habit of placing people on vertical scales. It would also become more natural for us to accept the concept of being different
without the necessi ty of a superior-inferior continuum.
Reviewing the symposium, we discover the important stabilizing
functions of rituals, especially social rituals. In the changing societies
we should perhaps recognize the need for developing new rituals to
replace those which have become merely survivals. Rituals should be
seen in their own light as a mechanism responding to various situations. We should be able to see more clearly the confusion of today's
norms, particularly with regard to those regulating mechanisms of
interpersonal relationships. It might give us new insights to rediscover

*

For an excellent discussion of this subject, see G . Ichhciser, "Analysis and
T ypology of Personality Misinterpretations ," American Journal of Soc io logy,
Vol. 55, No. 2, September 1949. Also in Warren G . Bennis a nd others, ed .,
lnterp erson,al Dynamics, R ev. ed ., Homewood , Ill. , Dorsey Press, 1968, p p .
731-749.
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the functions of rituals, i.e., facilitating communication, providing
intra-group bonds and minimizing inter-group conflcts. We would then
perhaps understand what makes the human being a very exceptional
animal , especially with regard to his propensity to kill members of his
own group. We usually attribute uniqueness to the more positive qualities of man, such as his capacity for artistic creation, etc. Are the negative qualities necessary counterparts of our positive qualities? John N.
Bleitreu's The Parables of the Beast is another good example of the
generalist's approach to the study of life. We can look at ourselves with
a more educated approach with dignity and humbleness, and less obsessed with various "hang ups" of man as a being apart from the
animal world . If general education is to be successful, then, a person
should be educated and reasonable enough to learn from all possible
sources.
Considering the real danger of a possible holocaust, we should keep
in mind that it is not the advancement of technological knowledge that
will save mankind from destroying itself. On the contrary, it is the
understanding of ourselves that is the key to human survival. General
a nd liberal study should help each person to acquire this human insight. He will as a result be able to make knowledge relevant to himself and to his relationshtips with others. If we hear some students
complaining that what they study in college is irrelevant, perhaps it is
because we are failing to give them a good enough general education
that equips them with the ability to make all information relevant.
After all, that is wha t a "well educated" and thus well-adjusted person can do: systematically adapt each piece of knowledge to an integrated whole which in tum will m ake his life meaningful. General
educa tion should provide the student with the mental ability and the
art of making the final outcome greater than the sum total of what he
has lea rned from various academic disciplines. That capability in tum
should contribute toward the well-being of society. As long as general education does not provide, or the student refuses to learn, the
very human quality of how to live harmoniously with other human
beings, I would say that general and liberal education is not meeting
the needs of society.
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(Transcript of an extemporaneous talk.)

In an increasingly complex and pluralistic program of higher education, the various institutions which make up the complex must be
able to change in response to the changes in society. Higher education
must be evaluated continuously and altered in its objectives to reflect
both the needs of the students as well as the needs of society.
The problems seemingly become more complex due to many variables, but in particular to:
1. The rapid growth in numbers of students.
2. The increasing heterogeneity of the students.
3. The growth of new subj ect material.
4. The changes in our values.
5. The influx of minority groups.
6. The move towards universal higher education for all who
desire such an opportunity.
7. The development of new learning methods.
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8. The non-traditional granting of credit and the external degree.
9. The move towards collective bargaining.
10. The financial crunch of the 70's vs, the honeymoon of the
60's through 1968.
It is essential for all of us in higher education to see these complexities in their totality, and to see higher education in its totality as
well. It is essential that we understand the philosophy and objectives
of the various types of colleges and universities- both two- a nd fouryear and that each type has equal status with the others. There can be
no status continuum--each has its own responsibilities to the youth and
adults to be served and each must then be held so accountable. The
Community College can no more be cast in the image of the university
than can the public state college be cast in the image of the selective
private liberal arts college. The pluralism of our institutions is absolutely essential if we are to serve our pluralistic students and their
pluralistic needs.
So also must all of our faculty members, administrators, board
members a nd state officials- also federal officials- be aware of and
support the belief in the need for pluralistic leadership from all of the
aforementioned groups. Input from each group will create a maturity
and richness of effort which will be reflected in the ability of us to cope
with the severity of the problems facing higher education in the 70's
and perhaps on into the 80's-a period of time Clark Kerr calls the
Present Dark Ages of Higher Educa tion, somewhat comparable to the
fifty year period from 1820-1870. The present period sta rted in 1968.
I believe it will not continue beyond 1975-76 provided we believe in the
pluralism of leadership rather than in the unilateral-vested interest
power plays put on by one or more of the involved groups. There is
too much a t stake to afford such luxuries as we have observed in the
past, be the actions those of boards, faculties, administrators, students, or external pressure groups within or out of government. Higher
Education is under attack for our lack of leadership in responding to
our responsibilities. We a re increasingly, as a totality, going to be held
accountable and if we can't answer our critics through our actionswe will be regimented through legislative and executive action. This is
already being done in several locations-as you well know.
There are other pluralisms we must keep in mind :
1. The pluralism of teaching methods to provide our heterogenous
students with opportunities to learn and to achieve-rather than to
simply become disillusioned and to fail. Any teacher can destroy
through boredom and lack of personal interest those students who
lack confidence but still have a sembla nce of hope. We are enrolling
more and more of these "first generation" students. What are we
doing to motivate them, to create confidence and self-respect in
them-to obtain our rewards through their achievement. Are we
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encouraging and participating in Research and Development as it
relates to better teaching-better learning methods, better understanding of our students; where they come from-what their hopes
are-what their weaknesses are-what we as educators must do instead of using the lecture-chalk talk method which was used when
the college student bodies were more homogeneous through the
accepted methods of elitist selectivity. More than 50% of our high
school graduates now go on to college-and it may become 80%
by 1980-not the 2% of past generations.
2. The pluralism of financial support with increased interest and
action by the federal government-not in lieu of but in addition
to: Student Aid, Institutional Aid, Facility Aid, Research Aid (In
Teaching).
3. The pluralism of awards which include both degrees and certificates. Intermediate awards to take care of the stop-out-the stop
and go student who will continue his education for many yearshopefully throughout his active life. He cannot afford to become
obsolete in thought in our changing society no more than society
can afford his obsolescence. He should be encouraged to continue
and be given suitable recognitions.
This is really all preface to the topic of my presentation but is
necessary for an understa nding of the topic. As we plan for the permanency of rapid change in our society, we who a re the so-called leaders in higher education must learn to cope with these societal convolutions. The community colleges enroll the broadest spectrum of our
society-therefore in such colleges the problems of general education
are the most difficult. If we believe in general education as an integral
part of a higher education program, we must recognize and deal with
the following:
1. The rapidity of change in science and technology--described as a
doubling of knowledge every ten years.
2. The growth of automation and its impact upon our lives.
3. The complexities and drastic changes in our very foundations
of life-political, societal, cultural, religious, economic and
intellectual.
4. The realization that a lack of education stifles achievement-the
"West" is gone-saleable skills have replaced raw strength and
desire.
5. The conflicts within our philosophies and within life itself are with
us as related to idealism and pragmatism, intellectualism and antiintellectualism, materialism and anti-materialism, self development
and selflessness, revolution and status quo, nobilism and absolutism.
Confusion reigns-cynicism lurks, bigotry flourishes and a desire
for the simplistic solution is almost all pervasive-and it could lead
to 1984.
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6. Therefore there is a growing realization of an urgent need for well
informed, mature thinking, responsible citizens who both think and
produce and who are concerned with tomorrow-not just today.
No nation will or can continue to exist on a philosophy of "new"
-"anything goes" -"I'm not responsible for my actions so exonerate me"-"give me amnesty." Evidence of changes toward productive contributions to society is emerging and thus hope for the
future is more real today than yesterday, but no return to apathy
can ever be condoned. What is needed is a creative tension-a divine discontent-which will result in positive actions for improvement of society-for an understanding of what could be and is
possible for all of mankind.
General education in the two year colleges is not meeting the needs
of the student and society. It is far too often mired down in the traditional approaches of the university. We don't comprehend the interests
and needs of our pluralistic student bodies. We are too obsessed with
what the university says is acceptable to them-by course title-class
credit and course content. English Literature-History of Western
Civilization-Introduction to course after course. These were sufficient
yesterday-but today isn't yesterday. Egalitarianism in the community
colleges has superseded meritocracy. The open door and open access
and universal higher education has superseded the selectivity processes. Higher education is an entirely different thing and we have to
adjust with vision and realism. We need to look and listen, to evaluate
and discuss, to seek input from all sources and to be aware that there
will be agonizing reappraisals of what was in terms of what must be.
The community college must not be concerned with how many
enrollees complete one or two years--with how many graduate with an
A.A. degree or go on and graduate with an A.B. degree. We must
rather be concerned that the students while enrolled learn to achievelearn to appreciate-learn to be concerned-learn to differentiate between fact and fiction-between the rational and the irrational-learn
to recognize the bigot, the phony, the con man-learn to appreciate the
builder-the man of integrity-to separate the facts from the fantasies.
This is what general education is all about-and our students are
anxiously awaiting our leadership--our confidence rather than our
cynicism-----our beliefs rather than our disbeliefs--desiring a foundation
from which to grow rather than a swampland built on criticisms, negations, sarcasm and non-belief in almost everything. Why are we educators so willing to smirk forth our cynicisms and destroy? Why can't
we instead present the fact-argue for solutions and remain positive
even in the climate of despair at times. It is our role to build peoplenot to destroy their very hopes and foundation beliefs.
What should a general education program be?-
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1. Understanding the problems of rapid change upon our societyfuture shock if you will.
2. Understanding the convulsions of the inner cities and the despair
of the inhabitants.
3. Understanding the barrenness of the suburbs limited to the culture
of the "Tube" and the shopping center.
4. Understanding the rudiments of anthropology and sociology.
5. Understanding the excitement of creativity as exemplified in the
humanities and science.
6. Understanding the scope of education and the knowledge that this
excitement can and should continue throughout one's active life.
7. Understanding the self and its relationship to other selfs-brotherhood, respect and love-not hostility, antagonism and hate-and
then putting our understanding into action.
General education cannot be force-fed-it must relate to the interests and needs of people. It must be pluralistic in availability-it
must be relevant for today, and through the vision of educators must
evolve into the needed relevancy for tomorrow.
Our motto might well beEach person's growth, culturally and socially as well as occupationally, enriches each one of us personally and enriches society as a
whole.
The broadly educated person through his and our efforts, both
formally and informally, creates a richer social and cultural climate.
We in higher education must be and will be held so accountable in today's world and in the histories still to be written.
It is truly an exciting time to be a part of higher education. The
challenges are before us, clear and visible. They are being broadcast
daily by people from all segments of our society. What more do we
need in order to take action in providing educational leadership-it's
long overdue.
The Carnegie Commission reports, the Newma n reports, the State
studies, the regional studies, the local studies, the institutional studies
all tend to say the same thing. Higher education is a totality and as a
totality must take the necessary actions in concert, public and private,
two-year and four-year, Boards, faculty, administrators so that the
pluralisms I have mentioned can be achieved for the betterment of
society as a whole, as well as for the growth of the individual.
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